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ABSTRACT
CONCEPTUALIZING AND MEASURING DESIGN
OF RETAIL ENVIRONMENTS
by
Julie C. Steen
Managing the retail environment is critical for retailers since the retail
environment affects consumer’s behavior within a store. To investigate retail
environments, researchers often group the environment into three dimensions—an
ambient, a social and a design dimension. While the ambient dimension is frequently
investigated and research on the social dimension is gaining momentum, the design
dimension has received comparably little attention. There is not a common definition of
design in the literature. The lack of common definition has led to many different scales
for design being offered in the literature, generating conflicting and incomparable
empirical results.
This dissertation addresses these shortcomings in three essays. Essay 1 compiles
existing literature, integrates the literature within a theoretical framework, and provides a
conceptual definition of what design of the retail environment includes and what is not
included. This clarification is necessary to close a conceptual gap within the literature so
researchers are provided with a clear foundation for what should be included in the
design dimension and how the design dimension is conceptually distinct from other
dimensions (ambient and social) of the retail environment. Using the conceptual
definition developed in Essay 1, Essay 2 develops a list of items for potential inclusion in
v

a design of the retail environment scale, and then develops and refines the scale based on
established scale development guidelines. Specifically, an extensive list of potential items
is identified and the measure is purified using an initial sample. Next, a second sample is
collected to assess reliability, convergent validity, discriminant validity, and internal
consistency. The outcome of this process is a reliable and valid scale that can be used in
future empirical retail design research. Using the newly designed scale, Essay 3 develops
and tests a nomological network using the Mehrabian-Russell stimulus-organismresponse framework. AMOS is used to test the proposed relationships.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION
The retail environment (also known as atmospherics or the servicescape)
drastically affects a consumer’s behavior within a store, including the amount of time and
money they spend (e.g. Puccinelli et al., 2009; Spence, Puccinelli, Grewal & Roggeveen,
2014; Turley & Milliman, 2000). Given the influence of the retail environment on
consumers, smart retailers use their retail environment to create competitive advantages
(Foster & McClelland, 2015), hence, making retail environment decisions an important
and key component of a successful retail strategy (Turley & Chebat, 2002). To create
compelling retail environments, significant expenses for retailers are incurred (Weitzel,
2010). For example, in 2014, Publix supermarkets reinvested $1.6 billion, more than five
percent of their total revenues, to build, acquire, and remodel stores (Mann, 2015).
Another grocery retailer, Meijer, recently announced it is spending $50 million upgrading
four of its Ohio supercenters (Martinez, 2015).
While the importance of the store environment to retailers is not questioned,
academic researchers have worked to provide guidance and a foundation of knowledge to
aid retailers in developing, building, and maintaining the retail environment. The four
most foundational articles within the literature are Baker (1987), Bitner (1992), Kotler
(1973), and Turley and Milliman (2000). According to these studies, the retail
environment is comprised of a magnitude of different elements, for example, one of these
studies identified over fifty retail environment variables (Turley & Milliman, 2000).
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Despite the number of different elements comprising the retail environment, these
elements can be primarily grouped into three dimensions—an ambient, a social, and a
design dimension (Baker, 1987; Ezeh & Harris, 2007; Puccinelli et al., 2009).
The ambient dimension includes background characteristics in the environment
such as temperature, scent, noise, and music (Baker, 1987; Bitner 1992). The ambient
dimension, especially the music aspect, has received the most attention of the three
dimensions (Ezeh & Harris, 2007; Spence et al., 2014; Turley & Milliman, 2000). Baker
(1987) proposed that consumer’s awareness of the ambient dimension is low unless the
ambient elements are unpleasant or absent. Yet, subsequent research shows that ambient
elements impact consumer behavior (Turley & Milliman, 2000). The ambient dimension
is closely related to Kotler’s (1973) article on atmospherics. Kotler (1973) noted that
customers perceive retail environments using their senses. Over the last several years,
marketing researchers have become increasingly interested in sensory marketing (e.g.
Krishna, 2012; Spence et al., 2014). Sensory marketing is defined as “marketing that
engages the consumers’ senses and affects their perception, judgment and behavior”
(Krishna, 2012, p. 332). As such, sensory marketing intersects with a broad range of
marketing topics including advertising, product packaging, retail and service
environments, among others.
The social dimension includes other people in the retail environment (Baker,
1987; Turley & Milliman, 2000). Turley and Milliman use the label human variables and
state, “this category includes customer crowding or density, privacy, customer
characteristics, personnel/employee characteristics and employee uniforms” (2000, p.
197). These authors note that most research in this area is on crowding including either
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actual shopper density or perceived crowding (Turley & Milliman, 2000). Baker (1987)
proposes that the social dimension includes the number, appearance, and behavior of both
customers and employees in the environment. Research on the social dimension has
gained momentum with one of the more recent studies examining how shopping
orientation influences perceived crowding (Baker & Wakefield, 2012) and another recent
study developing a scale to measure perceptions of other customers in retail environments
(Brocato, Voorhees & Baker, 2012).
Defining the design dimension is not as easy as defining either the ambient or
social dimensions. The word design is not used consistently among the four foundational
articles. Both Kotler (1973) and Bitner (1992) frequently use the word design in reference
to retail environments as a whole versus any specific dimension. Turley and Milliman
(2000) identify five categories of retail environment variables. These authors label one of
these five categories layout and design variables, but do not specifically define design.
Baker describes the design dimension as including “stimuli that exist at the forefront of
our awareness” and consisting of at least two sub-dimensions: functional and aesthetic
(1987, p. 80).
While the foundational literature provides many insights into the retail
environment and its dimensions, major limitations remain that need addressing to
advance this stream of literature. Of key concern, design elements have received
comparably little attention (Bitner, 1992; Turley & Milliman, 2000) compared to the
ambient dimension (Spence et al., 2014; Turley & Milliman, 2000). Unlike the design
dimension, research on the social dimension is gaining momentum (Baker & Wakefield,
2012; Brocato et al., 2012). To compound the issue of the imbalance of literature on
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design elements, research suggests that design factors more strongly influence customer
perceptions of the retail environment than do ambient or social factors (Baker,
Parasuraman, Grewal & Voss, 2002). In addition, design factors sometimes create
customer confusion (Garaus, Wagner & Kummer, 2015). From a practical standpoint,
design factors are also the most expensive and difficult for retailers to change (Baker,
Levy & Grewal, 1992). Thus, retailers need to understand how consumers perceive retail
design elements to effectively create compelling store environments and minimize the
costs associated with redesign.
In part, the limitations in the literature pertaining to design are likely due to a lack
of agreement on both the number of sub-dimensions of design as well as the labeling of
the various sub-dimensions (Baker, 1987; Bitner, 1992; Turley & Milliman, 2000). For
example, Turley and Milliman (2000) include variables, such as flooring and
wallcoverings, in a category labeled general interior variables, however, these variables
would seemingly be considered an aesthetic design element by Baker (1987). Baker
(1987) includes signage as a functional design element, yet Bitner (1992) includes signs
in a category including aesthetic elements of the environment. While all four articles
mention elements of retail design, the limited agreement of how it is defined is impeding
the advancement of this stream of literature from a conceptual viewpoint. Given the lack
of a common definition for researchers to build on, this has led to almost as many scales
for design in the literature as there are authors investigating the subject. In general, these
scales do not follow accepted scale development guidelines. Further, the lack of a
common foundational design scale that has been built from the existing literature and is
theoretically based has yielded inconsistent and incomparable empirical results.
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The purpose of this dissertation is threefold. Essay 1 compiles existing literature,
integrates the literature within a theoretical framework, and provides a conceptual
definition of what design of the retail environment includes and what is not included.
This clarification is necessary to close a conceptual gap within the literature so
researchers are provided with a clear foundation for what should be included in the
design dimension and how the design dimension is conceptually distinct from other
dimensions (ambient and social) of the retail environment. Once clarification is provided
for what is conceptually included and what is not included in the design dimension,
potential measures of design can be further assessed to close an empirical gap within the
literature. Using the conceptual definition developed in Essay 1, Essay 2 develops a list
of items for potential inclusion in a design of the retail environment scale, and then
develops and refines the scale based on established scale development guidelines
(Churchill, 1979). Specifically, an extensive list of potential items is identified and the
measure is purified using an initial sample. Next, a second sample is collected to assess
reliability, convergent validity, discriminant validity, and internal consistency. The
outcome of this process is a reliable and valid scale that can be used in future empirical
retail design research. Using the newly designed scale, Essay 3 develops and tests a
nomological network based on existing theory and literature. This last step ensures
nomological validity and evaluates whether the new design scale performs as expected,
advancing the literature from both a conceptual and empirical viewpoint.
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CHAPTER 2: ESSAY 1
CONCEPTUALIZING DESIGN OF RETAIL ENVIRONMENTS
Introduction
Customers have a variety of retail options, including both brick-and-mortar and
online retailers. This intense competition has led retailing researchers to argue that the
creation of compelling store environments that focus on the customer experience may
create competitive advantages for retailers (Foster & McLelland, 2015; Puccinelli et al.,
2009). Yet, creating compelling store environments is expensive and time consuming.
For example, a 2011 remodel of Apple’s flagship Fifth Avenue store in New York City
reportedly cost $6.7 million (D’Orazio, 2011) and a 2014 remodel of an Apple store in
Tampa, FL required that the store be closed for approximately seven weeks (Thurston,
2014).
To help inform retailers how to best create compelling store environments,
researchers often use Baker’s (1987) conceptualization of the retail environment that
includes an ambient dimension, a social dimension, and a design dimension (Puccinelli et
al, 2009). There is little disagreement that the ambient dimension includes elements such
as sounds, odors, and temperature. Academics also agree that the social dimension
includes employees and other customers. However, there is significant disagreement over
the design dimension, what it includes, and how it is measured (Baker, 1987; Bitner,
1992; Kotler, 1973; Turley & Milliman, 2000). Both Bitner (1992) and Kotler (1973) use
the term design in discussing the entire retail environment, while Turley and Milliman
8
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(2000) and Baker (1987) use the word design to refer to a specific dimension of the retail
environment. As the subsequent literature review shows, there are almost as many scales
for measuring design of retail environments as there are articles on the subject, limiting
the ability to provide a clear and comparable body of knowledge.
Yet, the design dimension may be the most important dimension to research for
several reasons. First, the design dimension is most important to retailers. Spence and
colleagues note the “visual aspects of design, including lighting, often attract the most
attention and resources from retailers and brands” (2014, p. 473). Second, design
elements have the potential to cause issues while shopping. Garaus and colleagues (2015)
identified ten design elements that potentially confuse shoppers. Third, design elements
are more expensive and difficult to change than either ambient or social elements (Baker,
Levy & Grewal, 1992). Finally, research has found that design elements more strongly
influence customer perceptions of the retail environment than do ambient or social
elements (Baker, Parasuraman, Grewal & Voss, 2002).
Without a clear conceptualization of the design dimension, academics are not able
to conduct research using a similar foundation for what retail design is and is not. Hence,
this limits our ability to provide solid guidance to retailers in the creation and
maintenance of a compelling retail store design which is necessary for retailers to create a
competitive advantage. The purpose of this essay is to develop a conceptualization of the
domain of design of retail environments. To accomplish this, this essay will first review
the foundational retail environment literature, recommendations on store design from the
architecture and interior design literature, and research on preference of natural
environments from the environmental psychology literature. Next, this essay will
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delineate the characteristics of design as a means of distinguishing the design dimension
of retail environments from the ambient and social dimensions. Based on this review and
synthesis, a conceptualization of design of retail environments is presented.

Literature Review
Foundational Retail Environment Research
Four seminal articles lay the groundwork for conceptualizations of the retail
environment (Baker, 1987; Bitner, 1992; Kotler, 1973; Turley & Milliman, 2000). Kotler
is credited with coining the term atmospherics. He defined atmospherics as “the
conscious designing of space to create certain effects in buyers” and “the effort to design
buying environments to produce specific emotional effects in the buyer that enhances his
purchase probability” (Kotler, 1973, p. 50). Kotler furthered described atmospherics as
being sensory in nature and stated that atmospherics are sensed through sight, sound,
scent, and touch. Specifically, the visual aspects include color, brightness, size, and
shape. The aural aspects include volume and pitch. The olfactory dimensions include
scent and freshness. The tactile aspects include softness, smoothness, and temperature.
Kotler argues that the store atmosphere may be “more influential than the product itself in
the purchase decision” (1973, p. 48). Further, a store’s atmosphere captures attention,
sends a message, can be used as a market segmentation tool, and can create a competitive
advantage (Kotler, 1973).
Following Kotler’s (1973) initial work, Baker (1987) identified three critical
dimensions of the physical environment: ambient, social, and design. She defined the
ambient dimension as background conditions in the environment such as temperature,
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scent, noise, music, and lighting. She defined the social dimension as the people present
in the store environment, including both customers and employees. Specifically, the
number, appearance, and behavior of both customers and employees are included in the
social dimension. Baker defined the design dimension as “stimuli that exist at the
forefront of our awareness” (1987, p. 80). She conceptualized the design dimension as
including two sub-dimensions: functional and aesthetic. The functional sub-dimension
includes elements such as layout and signage. The aesthetic sub-dimension includes
elements that create pleasure for consumers such as color, materials, and style.
Bitner (1992) coined the term servicescapes to refer to “the manmade, physical
surroundings as opposed to the natural or social environment” (Bitner, 1992, p. 58). Her
conceptualization of environments is similar to Baker’s (1987) conceptualization. She
conceptualized three different environmental dimensions that influence a person’s
holistic perceptions of a servicescape: an ambient dimension, a space/function dimension,
and a signs/symbols/artifacts dimension. Like Baker (1987), Bitner (1992) describes the
ambient dimension as background characteristics and specifically mentions temperature,
lighting, noise, music, and scent. Bitner (1992) labels a second dimension spatial layout
and functionality which includes the arrangement and spatial relationships between
machinery, equipment, and furnishings as well as the ability of those items to facilitate
performance and goal accomplishment. Bitner’s (1992) spatial layout and functionality
dimension closely aligns with Baker’s (1987) functional sub-dimension of design.
Bitner’s (1992) third dimension is labeled signs, symbols, and artifacts. She describes
signs as being explicit communicators that can be used for directional purposes,
communicating rules, and communicating firm image. Symbols and artifacts are
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described as implicit communicators. Bitner (1992) specifically mentions quality of
materials, wall decorations, and floor coverings and how these items can create an
aesthetic impression. Bitner’s (1992) description of symbols and artifacts is similar to
Baker’s aesthetic sub-dimension of design.
Turley and Milliman (2000) reviewed sixty published empirical studies and found
that atmospheric elements affect consumer behavior. In their review, these authors
delineate five main types of atmospheric variables: external variables, general interior
variables, layout and design variables, point-of-purchase and decoration variables, and
human variables. The exterior variables include variables outside of a store such as the
storefront, entrances, and display windows. The general interior variables category
includes music, scent, and temperature that would be considered ambient elements by
both Baker (1987) and Bitner (1992). However, the general interior variables category
also includes elements such as flooring, color, and wallpaper that would be considered
aesthetic in nature. Turley and Milliman’s (2000) third category, labeled layout and
design, includes elements such as space allocation and placement of equipment. This
category aligns with Baker’s (1987) functional sub-dimension of design and Bitner’s
(1992) spatial layout and functionality dimension. The fourth category reviewed by
Turley and Milliman (2000), labeled point-of-purchase and decoration variables, includes
both signage and variables that add to the aesthetics of the environment. The fifth
category reviewed by Turley and Milliman (2000), labeled human variables, includes
both customer and employee characteristics, crowding, employee uniforms, and privacy.
Conceptually, this category is the same as Baker’s (1987) social dimension.
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Together, these four foundational articles are in agreement on two dimensions of
the physical environment. While only Baker (1987) and Bitner (1992) use the term
ambient, all four foundational articles discuss ambient elements such as noise and scent
(Baker, 1987; Bitner, 1992; Kotler, 1973; Turley & Milliman, 2000). Both Baker (1987)
and Turley and Milliman (2000) specifically discuss the social dimension as being part of
the retail environment. Kotler (1973) does not specifically address the social dimension,
but both other customers and employees would be sensed visually and aurally. Bitner’s
(1992) dependent construct was the behavior of both employees and customers making it
difficult to include the social dimension in the conceptualization of the physical
environment, which was her independent construct. However, what remains is at least
one additional dimension, often called the design dimension (Puccinelli et al., 2009).
Only Baker (1987) specifically defines design. Two of Bitner’s (1992) three servicescape
dimensions address design. Elements of design are present in three of the five categories
of environmental variables reviewed by Turley and Milliman (2000).

Insights from Architecture and Interior Design
While the marketing literature offers limited insight on design, architectural
literature offers more information. Retail store design is a specialty within architecture,
and multiple books have been written by architects (Barr & Broudy, 1986; Green, 1986;
Israel, 1994; Kliment, 2004) and interior designers (Lopez, 1995) on designing retail
stores. Each of these books discusses layouts, displaying merchandise, materials, and
lighting as essential elements in designing retail environments. Three books, which
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specifically mention the importance of signage and graphics, are Barr and Broudy (1986),
Israel (1994), and Kliment (2004).
In planning store layouts, retail store designers influence traffic flow to stimulate
sales (Kliment, 2004). Retail designers also consider which departments should be
located near each other (i.e. adjacencies) and the space allocated to each department
(Israel, 1994). Entrances, escalators and elevators, cash wraps, dressing rooms, and
restrooms are all addressed (Israel, 1994). Retail designers are concerned about spatial
organization and the amount of space allocated to display, service, and circulation
(Green, 1986).
Closely related to layout is the display of merchandise. Both layout and
merchandising “can be designed to influence customer actions and encourage the desired
response to purchase” (Kliment, 2004, p. 96). The display of the merchandise and the
merchandise itself create an image of the store in the customer’s mind (Barr & Broudy,
1986; Kliment, 2004). Ultimately, the image conveyed by merchandising should reflect
the wants and needs of the retail store’s targeted customers (Barr & Broudy, 1984). For
example, “tight aisles and closely spaced display fixtures loaded with merchandise
typically indicate a popular-price or mass-merchandiser approach; wide aisles and
artfully displayed products appeal to an upscale market” (Kliment, 2004, p. 96). Both of
these scenarios can result in higher sales per square foot if the image conveyed by the
scenario matches the expectations of the target market. Display fixtures, walls, and
columns can all be used to display merchandise (Israel, 1994). The retail designer must
take into account the type of merchandise that will be displayed when planning the design
of the store. However, the retail designer is not involved in merchandising per se, since
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merchandise moves in and out of the store and the designer would not be involved in
making ongoing decisions about where to display which merchandise items (Barr &
Broudy, 1986).
Materials include a wide variety of items used to decorate floors, walls, and
ceilings (Green, 1986). Floors can be covered with many types of finishes, including
carpet, wood, or tile. Paint, wallpaper, and mirrors are some of the finishes that can be
used on walls. Several different type of ceiling finishes exist (Green, 1986). When
choosing the materials to finish floors, walls, and ceilings, retail designers should take
scale, pattern, and color into consideration (Kliment, 2004). While the primary purpose of
materials is to create a “personality” for a retail store (Lopez, 1995), the cost and
maintenance of the materials must also be taken into consideration (Barr & Broudy,
1986).
“Lighting is the single most important factor in the design of a retail store”
(Green, 1986, p. 107). Lighting can attract shoppers, enhance product appearance, and
create the overall store concept (Green, 1986; Kliment, 2004; Lopez, 1995). However,
planning lighting for a retail store is a complex process. Retail designers, in conjunction
with lighting designers, must consider aspects of lighting, including the general lighting
of the store, accent lighting, and the amounts of direct and indirect lighting (Green, 1986;
Israel, 1994). General lighting includes the overall lighting in the store and accent
lighting is used to focus attention on specific features of the retail environment (Israel,
1994). Direct lighting is when light shines directly on the retail area and indirect lighting
is reflected off the ceiling (Green, 1986). In an experimental office setting, Houser and
colleagues found that higher ratios of indirect to direct lighting increased respondents
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perceptions of spaciousness and overall preference (Houser, Tiller, Bernecker &
Mistrick, 2002). In retail environments, lighting is planned in conjunction with the store
layout (Barr & Broudy, 1986). Since light fixtures are usually installed in the ceilings and
walls (Lopez, 1995), lighting is relatively permanent and difficult to change (Barr &
Broudy, 1986).
Retail signage has two main purposes. First, to provide directions and help
customers find their way through the store (Barr & Broudy, 1986; Kliment, 2004).
Second, to provide product information and serve as a “silent salesperson” (Barr &
Broudy, 1986; Kliment, 2004). Israel (1994) also notes that signage influences a
consumer’s perceptions of a store’s identity, image, and personality. In summary, the
architecture and interior design literature suggest that store layouts, materials, lighting,
and signage are important concepts to consider in the design of retail environments.

Insights from the environmental psychology literature
The environmental psychology literature also offers insights into design of
environments. Kaplan (1987) offered a theoretical framework for assessing the
preference of natural environments. His two-by-two framework includes human needs
and goals on one axis, and information availability on the other axis. Kaplan (1987)
theorizes that the human needs of understanding and exploration affect preference for
natural environments. Further, the information availability of natural environments can
either be immediate or inferred. The two dimensions of the framework create four
characteristics of environments that may influence preference for an environment:
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coherence, legibility, complexity, and mystery. Table 1 depicts Kaplan’s (1987)
framework.
Table 1
Framework for Predictors of Preference
Human Goals or Needs

Information
Availability

Understanding

Exploration

Immediate

Coherence

Complexity

Inferred, Predicted

Legibility

Mystery

Coherence is defined as how easily the information in an environment “can be
organized into a relatively small level of chunks” (Kaplan, 1987, p. 10). Coherence deals
with the human need for understanding in a situation where information availability is
immediate. Legibility refers to the features in the environment that aid in wayfinding and
help build a cognitive map as a person explores an environment (Herzog & Leverich,
2003; Kaplan, 1987). Legibility also deals with the human need for understanding, but in
a situation where information must be inferred. “Complexity is defined in terms of the
number of different visual elements in a scene; how intricate the scene is; its richness”
(Kaplan & Kaplan, 1989, p. 53). Environments that are complex have a large amount of
readily available information and satisfy a person’s exploration needs. Mystery also
satisfies a person’s exploration needs and “refers to instances when new information is
not present, but is inferred” from the environment (Kaplan, 1987, p. 9).
Kaplan’s (1987) framework for environmental preference has primarily been used
in studies examining natural landscapes. Kaplan and Kaplan (1989) summarize their
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extensive work on the preference of landscapes by noting that the most preferred natural
environment scenes have the characteristics of mystery and legibility. Herzog and
Leverich (2003) found a positive correlation between three of the characteristics
(coherence, legibility, and mystery) and environmental preference.
Several authors have applied Kaplan’s (1987) model to the study of service
environments, specifically casinos (Finlay, Kanetkar, Londerville & Marmurek, 2006;
Kranes, 1995). Kranes (1995) specifically discusses legibility and mystery. He argues
that “the trick of any large casino space is to provide ‘explorable space’ which never
makes the customer feel disoriented” (Kranes, 1995, p. 95). This suggests a person’s
needs of understanding and exploration should be balanced. Kranes (1995) does not
specifically use the terms coherence or complexity, but proposes that casinos should be
‘centered’, ‘ordered’, and should avoid creating chaos. In their study of casinos, Finlay
and colleagues (2006) found that legibility, coherence, and complexity were positively
related to pleasure in a casino setting.
While Kaplan’s model has not specifically been examined in retail environments,
the above findings suggest retail environments that have legibility, coherence,
complexity, and mystery are preferred by retail customers. Legibility entails both
comprehension and functioning effectively (Kaplan & Kaplan, 1989) and is likely
improved in retail environments by elements such as layout, space allocation, and
signage. “Coherence is enhanced by anything that helps organize the patterns of
brightness, size, and texture in the scene into a few major units” (Kaplan & Kaplan, 1989,
p. 54). Hence, coherence is likely improved in retail environments by proper use of
lighting, functional elements, and aesthetic elements. Complexity entails a high number
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of visual elements and richness and can likely be increased using aesthetic and lighting
elements. Kaplan and Kaplan describe mystery as “something in the setting draws one in,
encourages one to enter, and to venture forth” (1989, p. 55). In natural settings, that may
include a “brightly lit area that is partially obscured” (Kaplan & Kaplan, 1989, p. 56). In
a retail setting, mystery can likely be increased with various aesthetic and lighting
elements. In summary, when designing retail environments, store designers should take
care to make sure the functional, aesthetic, lighting, and signage elements are designed to
create legibility, coherence, complexity, and mystery in the retail environment. A retail
environment designed in this way should be preferred by consumers and help create a
competitive advantage for the retailer. In addition, a retail environment with legibility,
coherence, complexity, and mystery should positively influence consumer perceptions of
the retailer and consumer behavior.

Towards a common conceptualization
Table 2 summarizes 36 articles that conceptually or empirically examine design
of retail environments. This summary, in conjunction with the retail environment,
architecture and interior design, and environmental psychology literatures reviewed
above, suggests the following definition of design of retail environments (this definition
is depicted graphically in Figure 1):
Design of retail environments is multi-faceted. Design includes functional,
aesthetic, lighting, and signage facets of the retail environment. The facets
of design are multi-sensory in nature, planned in advance, and are difficult
to change.
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Table 2
Summary of Articles Addressing Design Elements

1

-Included in ambient; 2-Included in information; 3-Identified lighting dimension
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Figure 1: Summary of the Design Dimension of Retail Environments

Design is multi-faceted
As Table 2 shows, there is substantial evidence that at least two facets of design
exist: a functional facet and an aesthetic facet. The functional facet of design includes the
way in which furnishings and equipment are arranged and how that arrangement
influences both customers and employees as they each attempt to accomplish their goals
(Bitner, 1992). Elements that affect the functionality of an environment include layout,
ease of navigation, aisles, size, and space allocation (e.g. Baker, 1987; Bitner, 1992;
Kaplan & Kaplan, 1989; Kliment, 2004; Liu & Jang, 2009). The functional facet likely
includes technology that helps people in the retail environment accomplish their goals.
For example, one study found that the most satisfying result of using self-service
technologies is saving time (Meuter, Ostrom, Roundtree & Bitner, 2000). The aesthetic
facet includes those elements used to make retail environments attractive, appealing, and
pleasing including elements such as architecture, color, and interior design (e.g. Baker,
1987; Han & Ryu, 2009; Hwang & Ok, 2013; Kliment, 2004). The aesthetic facet likely
includes technology that makes retail environments more appealing. Research on the use
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of digital signage in retail environments suggests that some customers find digital signs
aesthetically pleasing (Dennis, Brakus, Gupta & Alamanos, 2014; Newman, Dennis &
Zaman, 2007). Functionality and aesthetics are often identified as separate factors when
studying servicescapes (Han & Ryu, 2009; Hooper et al., 2013; Liu & Jang, 2009; Ryu &
Jang, 2008a). However, functionality and aesthetics are often correlated with studies
reporting correlations between .37 and .51 (Han & Ryu, 2009; Liu & Jang, 2009, Ryu &
Jang, 2008a).
A third potential facet is a lighting facet. The lighting facet includes those
elements used to illuminate the retail environment. This can include both manmade and
natural lighting. Lighting is frequently conceptualized as an ambient element (Baker,
1987; Bitner, 1992), yet Ryu and Jang (2008a) identified a separate lighting factor in
upscale restaurant environments. Lighting is also visual in nature, making it more likely
that it is at the forefront of a consumer’s awareness, unlike the ambient dimension that is
usually considered in the background of a consumer’s awareness (Baker, 1987). In
classifying shopping irritants, two of five expert judges classified lighting as a design
element versus an ambient element (d’Astous, 2000). Lighting can be used to sculpt
space, accentuate environmental features, and to illuminate specific products (Summers
& Hebert, 2001; Custers, de Kort, IJsselsteijn & de Kruiff, 2010). Lighting must be
planned in conjunction with the layout of the store and once installed is difficult to
change (Barr & Broudy, 1986). Lighting can come from natural sources, requiring that
skylights, windows, and doors be considered in the design process (Hinks & Shamey,
2011; Edwards & Torcellini, 2002). Kranes (1995) emphasizes the use of sunlight in
designing casinos. The lighting facet also includes technology. Retailers have recently
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started to use new lighting innovations to reduce costs through energy efficiency and to
embrace the sustainability movement (Hinks & Shamey, 2011). One example is the use
of adaptive lights, “which automatically adjust their output and operation based on
occupancy, daylight availability and other application-specific criteria” (Havassy &
Jackson, 2015, p.76). Lighting is likely related to both the functional facet and the
aesthetic facet. One study reported a correlation of .48 between function and lighting and
a correlation of .69 between aesthetics and lighting (Ryu & Jang, 2008). As noted above,
lighting should be planned in conjunction with the layout of the store and a properly
lighted store may help consumers accomplish their goals. Lighting can also be used to
make the store environment more appealing and attractive.
A fourth potential facet of design is a signage facet. Bitner (1992) conceptualized
design as including signs, symbols and artifacts and noted that signs convey directional
information, rules of behavior, and firm image. One of the factors identified by Lee and
colleagues (2008) was an information factor that included signs. However, it is also
possible that signs are not a distinct facet, since signs may primarily be used to increase
the functionality of a physical environment. Similarly, the signage facet is potentially
related to the aesthetic facet if signs are used to make the store environment more
appealing and attractive. The signage facet also includes technology. Research suggests
that consumers desire electronic shelf labels and electronic signs displaying promotions
in retail environments (Burke, 2002). Recent studies examine the impact of digital
signage in retail environments on sales (Roggeveen, Nordfalt & Grewal, 2016) and
approach/avoidance behaviors (Dennis et al., 2014).
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Design is multi-sensory
Design is multi-sensory in nature. A review of Table 2 shows that each element of
design is primarily perceived through sight. However, some design elements can
stimulate multiple senses. For example, live vegetation used as décor may have natural
aromas. The running water in fountains or other water features can be sensed aurally. The
materials used in design have different textures that can be sensed through touch. This
distinguishes the design dimension of retail environments from the ambient dimension. In
retail environments, the ambient dimension includes individual elements that influence
specific senses. For example, a retailer may play music that is sensed aurally or use
aromas that are sensed by smell. In some retail environments, such as grocery stores,
gustatory stimuli may be present in the form of food or drink samples.

Design is planned
Design is (or should be) meticulously planned by retail strategists. The design of a
retail environment can potentially be used to create brand recognition and loyalty,
segment shoppers, and create competitive advantage (Turley & Chebat, 2002). While the
ambient dimension can be, and should be, planned as well, the social dimension cannot
be planned. While retail managers have some control over what retail employees wear
and how they act, they have little control over other retail customers who are an
important part of the social dimension of retail environments. Another distinguishing
characteristic of design is who plans it. Turley and Chebat (2002) note that retail
environments are often designed by architects and design consultants with little training
in marketing or management. These architects and design consultants do not actually
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work in the retail environment on a day-to-day basis. Both ambient elements and social
elements are much more likely planned and controlled by retail managers who are in the
retail environment on a daily basis.

Design is difficult to change
Of the three dimensions (ambient, social, and design) of the retail environment,
design is by far the most difficult to change. Ambient elements such as sounds, odors,
and temperature can generally be changed with the flip of a switch. Social elements are
somewhat difficult to change, but employee behavior can be changed with rewards for
desired behavior and consequences for undesired behavior. Likewise, other customers
can be removed from the retail setting if their behaviors are disruptive to the retail
environment. However, elements of the design dimension are planned in advance, semipermanent, and difficult to change. Changing design elements such as layout, colors, or
décor is both expensive and time consuming. Because of this, a common rule of thumb in
retailing is to redesign stores every seven to ten years (Avis, 2013).

Design is not attitudes
There is debate in the retail environment literature over how to measure retail
environments. Some researchers argue for measuring retail environments using a measure
of information rate of the environment (e. g. Donovan & Rossiter, 1982). Informationrate scales measure the “load” of the environment using semantic differential items such
as usual-surprising or familiar-novel. Researchers with this view argue there are far too
many individual stimuli in the retail environment to measure each stimuli individually, so
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it is more logical to holistically measure the information rate of the environment. On the
other hand, retailing researchers realize that measuring the retail environment holistically
based on information rate, does not help retail environment designers understand which
elements of the environment most influence consumers. Several authors note that the
misuse of even one element in the complex retail environment can ruin consumers’
perceptions of the environment and have an adverse effect on desired behaviors (Babin,
Chebat, Michon, 2004; Turley & Chebat, 2002). Because of these concerns, the
conceptualization of design should focus on the elements of design such as layout, décor,
organization etc. versus the connotations or attitudes those elements invoke.

Design is not the merchandise itself
While the merchandise or product assortment contributes to consumer’s
perceptions of the retail environment, merchandise is not a facet of the design of retail
environments. Raajpoot and colleagues (2008) identify product assortment as a distinct
dimension of retail environments. Disorganized merchandise may contribute to
consumer’s perceptions of cleanliness (d’Astous, 2000). While the merchandise mix is
visual in nature, it is planned differently than design and is less difficult to change.

Design is not cleanliness
While one study conceptualized cleanliness as a separate dimension of retail
environments (Hooper et al., 2013), cleanliness is frequently conceptualized as an
ambient element (Baker, 1987; d’Astous, 2000; Harris & Ezeh, 2008). Similar to design,
cleanliness is multi-sensory in nature and likely at the forefront of a consumer’s
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awareness. An environment with unpleasant odors may be perceived as unclean, just as a
dirty environment may conjure unpleasant smells. Customers are more likely to want to
touch merchandise in an environment that is clean. However, cleanliness is not planned
in the same way that design elements are and is not difficult to change. While it is
possible that cleanliness should be examined as an independent dimension of the retail
environment, cleanliness is not part of the design dimension of retail environments.

Research Implications
Store environments are an area of interest for retailing researchers because of the
influence the store environment has on consumer behavior (Puccinelli et al., 2009; Turley
& Milliman, 2000). Unfortunately, research examining the design dimension of store
environments is fragmented due to the lack of a common conceptualization of design of
retail environments. Now that a conceptualization of design has been presented, the
conceptualization can be empirically tested. Once developed and validated, a design scale
for retail environments can be used in future investigations of the retail environment.

Conclusion
To date, the lack of a common conceptualization of design of retail environments
has hampered retailing researcher’s efforts to understand how design of retail
environments influences consumer behavior. After reviewing the literature, this essay
puts forth a conceptualization of design of retail environments that synthesizes the
diverse conceptualizations in the literature and clearly distinguishes design from both the
ambient and social dimensions of the retail environment. Specifically, a four-dimensional
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conceptualization of design of retail environments is presented. This essay specifies the
domain of design of retail environments, a necessary step in the scale development
process.
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CHAPTER 3: ESSAY 2
DEVELOPING A SCALE FOR DESIGN OF RETAIL ENVIRONMENTS
Introduction
The purpose of this essay is to develop the retail environment design scale
(REDS). Retailing research has established that design factors strongly influence
customer’s perceptions of the retail environment, have the potential to cause confusion in
customers, and are expensive and difficult to change (Baker, Levy & Grewal, 1992;
Baker, Parasuraman, Grewal & Voss, 2002; Garaus, Wagner & Kummer, 2015).
However, there is little consistency in the retailing literature when it comes to measuring
design. A review of research investigating design identified almost as many design scales
in the literature as there are authors investigating the subject. Further, no research could
be identified that followed appropriate scale development guidelines when measuring
design. While evidence is provided for the importance of understanding retail
environment design, the literature provides limited guidance as to which scale items fully
and accurately measure the construct.
While the academic literature provides limited guidance on which scale items to
use when measuring retail environment design, guidelines are provided within the
literature to guide researchers in developing and testing items (e.g. Churchill, 1979;
DeVellis, 2012; Gerbing & Anderson, 1988; MacKenzie, Podsakoff & Podsakoff, 2011;
Netemeyer, Bearden & Sharma, 2003). In general, the different scale development
guidelines advise a similar process, with some differences in the number of steps and the
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prescribed procedures for each step. While competing scale development guidelines exist,
the present study will mainly follow the Churchill (1979) guidelines given its focus
within the marketing literature.
To accomplish the objective of developing a retail environment design scale, six
steps (steps 2-7) within the scale development process will be examined along with the
use of the foundational domain (step 1) provided in Essay One. The next section provides
an overview of the Churchill (1979) scale development process along with stated goals to
accomplish with the development of the REDS scale. Following the overview, the
specific actions for steps two through seven are discussed in detail. The outcome of this
process resulted in five item scales for each facet of REDS.

A Review of the Churchill Scale Development Process
Figure 1 shows the eight steps in Churchill’s (1979) scale development process.
The first step is specifying the domain of the construct. This involves a thorough
literature search. The outcome of this step should be a specific definition that outlines
both what is included in the definition and what is not included.
The second step in the scale development process is generating a sample of items.
Churchill (1979) advocates the use of multiple techniques to generate items, including
literature searches, interviews, and focus groups. The literature search provides items that
have previously been used to measure the construct, while interviews and focus groups
can capture elements of the construct that may not have been used in previous measures.
The goal of item generation should be to develop a fairly exhaustive list of items that
completely capture all of the dimensions of the construct. The final stage in this step is to
carefully edit the items generated.
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Figure 1: Churchill’s (1979) Scale Development Guidelines
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Develop Norms
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The third and fourth steps in Churchill’s (1979) scale development process are to
collect data and purify the measure. Churchill (1979) recommends the use of coefficient
alpha and exploratory factor analysis to purify the measure. Coefficient alpha should be
calculated for each dimension of the construct. If coefficient alphas are low, items with
low item-to-total correlations should be considered for elimination. Next, an exploratory
factor analysis is performed to assess the underlying structure of the remaining items. As
Churchill (1979) notes, several outcomes are possible after purifying the measure: (1) the
dimensions are in line with the conceptualized dimensions and the coefficient alphas are
satisfactory; (2) some of the conceptualized dimensions may overlap; or (3) the
dimensions are not in line with the conceptualized dimensions and the coefficient alphas
are too low. If the first outcome occurs, it is possible to proceed to the next step. If the
second outcome occurs, “items which have pure loadings on the new factor can be
retained and a new alpha calculated. If this outcome is satisfactory, additional testing
with new data is indicated” (Churchill, 1979, p. 69). If the third outcome occurs, it is
necessary to review and possibly revise the conceptualization and the sample of items.
Churchill’s (1979) fifth and sixth steps are to collect data using a new sample and
to assess reliability with the new data. By collecting new data, a researcher can assess the
between-test error. If the results are similar between both samples, this helps rule out the
possibility that the results are due to chance. Churchill (1979) recommends assessing
reliability with coefficient alphas.
Churchill’s (1979) seventh step is to assess construct validity. For a construct to
have construct validity, it must have both convergent validity and discriminant validity.
A construct is determined to have convergent validity when it correlates highly with
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“other methods designed to measure the same construct” (Churchill, 1979, p. 70). A
construct is determined to have discriminant validity when it does not correlate highly
with other distinct measures.
Churchill’s (1979) eighth step is to develop norms. Developing norms involves
testing the newly developed measure within a nomological network. If the new measure
performs as expected with known outcomes, the new measure is nomologically valid.
This step will be examined within the third essay of this dissertation.

Goals for Developing the Multi-Faceted REDS Scale
The goals for the REDS scale include developing a reliable and valid scale that is
both comprehensive and parsimonious. A scale with appropriate psychometric properties
will be useful for future empirical research on retail design. The scale also must capture
each of the facets of retail design. However, it is also important that the scale be
parsimonious to reduce response fatigue in respondents and to enable researchers to use
the scale in conjunction with other multi-item scales without concern for questionnaire
length. The aim for the final scale is to include four to five items to measure each facet of
retail design.

Steps in the Development of REDS
Step One: The Domain of the Retail Environment Design
Essay 1 developed a definition of design based on a review of the retail
environment literature, as well as insights from the architectural and environmental
psychology literatures. Based on this review, the domain of retail environment design is
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defined as those environmental elements that are multi-sensory in nature, planned in
advance, and difficult to change and is proposed as containing four sub-dimensions or
facets (aesthetic, functional, lighting, and signage). The aesthetic facet is defined as
including those elements used to make retail environments attractive, appealing, and
pleasing. The functional facet is defined as including the way in which furnishings and
equipment are arranged and how that arrangement influences both customers and
employees as they each attempt to accomplish their goals (Bitner, 1992). The lighting
facet is defined as including those elements used to illuminate the retail environment.
Finally, the signage facet is defined as those elements used to convey directional
information, rules of behavior, and firm image.

Step Two: Initial Item Generation
A broad sample of items was generated based on existing literature and face-toface interviews. Using the proposed definition, the present essay first identified a sample
of items from the existing literature that, at least to some extent, tap into certain aspects
of retail environment design. Specifically, 116 items were identified and are shown in
Appendix A. To fully ensure that the items generated adequately represent the domain of
the construct and aspects of the construct were not omitted, interviews with ten
consumers were conducted. In line with Institutional Review Board (IRB) requirements,
each consumer was first given a consent cover letter before proceeding with the
interview. The consent cover letter is shown in Appendix B. The interview guide used to
interview each consumer is shown in Appendix C. Table 1 shows the demographic
characteristics of the ten consumers. A summary of the consumer interviews is shown in
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Appendix D. After analyzing the ten consumer interviews, an additional thirty-three
potential items to measure design were developed. These additional items are shown in
Appendix E. In addition to the consumer interviews, five academic marketing researchers
were also interviewed. In line with IRB requirements, each researcher was first given a
consent cover letter before proceeding with the interview. The consent cover letter is
shown in Appendix F. The interview guide used to interview each researcher is shown in
Appendix G. A summary of the researcher interviews is shown in Appendix H. After
analyzing the five academic marketing researcher interviews, an additional forty potential
items to measure design were developed. These additional items are shown in Appendix
I. As MacKenzie et al. note “the ultimate goal of the item generation process is to
produce a set of items that fully captures all of the essential aspects of the domain of the
focal construct, while minimizing the extent to which the items tap concepts outside of
the domain of the focal construct” (2011, p. 304).
After initial item generation, each measure was edited by the primary researcher
to ensure precise meaning. After editing, a pool of 172 potential items remained. A group
of five marketing researchers evaluated each of the measurement items for
representativeness, face and content validity (Bearden, Netemeyer & Teel, 1989;
Netemeyer et al., 2003). To accomplish this, each marketing researcher individually
evaluated the degree to which each item is representative of the definition of the item’s
specified facet of design developed in essay one (Arnold & Reynolds, 2003; Brocato,
Voorhees & Baker, 2012). In line with Bearden et al. (1989), items that were not
categorized as representing their specified facets of design by at least four-fifths of the
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marketing researchers were removed. After completing this process, 111 potential items
were retained.
Table 1
Demographic Characteristics of Interviewed Consumers
Respondent Age Gender
A
50
M

Race/
Ethnicity
White

Household
Income
$100,000+

B

35

M

White

$100,000+

C

62

F

White

$100,000+

D

42

F

White

E

40

M

White

F

62

M

White

G

45

M

White

$75,001$100,000
$50,001$75,000
$75,001$100,000
$100,000+

H

34

F

White

I

54

F

J

24

M

African
American
African
American

$75,001$100,000
$50,001$75,000
$25,001$50,000

Highest
Education
Master’s
Degree
Master’s
Degree
Master’s
Degree
Bachelor’s
High
School
High
School
Master’s
Degree
Master’s
Degree
Master’s
Degree
Bachelor’s
Degree

Retailers Visited
Ross, Academy Sports,
Bi-Lo, Food Lion
Walmart, Target, Dick’s
Sporting Goods
Macy’s, Elder-Beerman,
Meijer, Ollie’s
Food Lion, Barnes &
Noble, Sam’s
Lowe’s, Kroger, Tractor
Supply
Walmart, Rose’s, Belk’s
Home Depot, Best Buy,
Macy’s, Publix
Ashley Furniture, Total
Wine & More, Target
2 different PetSmarts
Walmart, Dollar General
and Food Lion

Step Three: Collect Data
The 111 remaining items were randomly put into a survey instrument and
measured on a 7-point strongly disagree-strongly agree scale. Qualtrics recruited U.S.
respondents over the age of 18. To ensure quality data, an attention filter was used
approximately halfway through the survey. Each question also required a response before
respondents could move on to the next question. A total of 1057 potential respondents
entered the survey. Of this number, 111 did not complete the survey before it closed.
Seventy-four respondents did not consent to taking the survey. An additional 223
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respondents did not answer the attention filter question correctly and their responses were
removed from further analysis. Twenty-six responses were not included in the analysis
due to the respondent taking the survey too quickly or answering the same answer for
most questions. These measures resulted in a final sample size of 623 responses.

Step Four: Purifying the Measure
First, all items were labeled based on their judged dimension. Items that were
judged as potentially belonging to two dimensions were noted. The list of all items is in
Appendix J. Negative items were reverse scored. Second, the individual items were
analyzed and an exploratory factor analysis was performed. The overall significance of
the correlation matrix was tested with Bartlett’s test of sphericity. Bartlett’s test was
significant at the .000 level. Further, the measure of sampling adequacy was excellent
with a value of .986 (Hair et al., 2010). The MSA values were also examined for each
individual item. No items had MSA items less than .50.
Next, the average corrected item-to-total correlations for each individual item
were examined. Fifteen individual items had average corrected item-to-total correlations
less than .50 and were removed from subsequent analysis. The fifteen items are shown in
Table 2. The remaining items were then entered into a principal components factor
analysis where factors with eigenvalues greater than 1 were extracted. Varimax rotation
was used. The resulting factor analysis contained seven factors. The factor loadings for
each of the items were examined. Five items (S4, A19, F13, F17 and F26) had factor
loadings of less than .50 and were removed from the analysis. Seventeen items (A8, A9,
A11, L7, A20, A27, F15, F18, L19, A1, A2, A3, A4, L1, A5, A6 and L3) had cross-
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loadings greater than .40 and were removed from the analysis. The factor solution is
shown in Appendix K.
Table 2
Items with Average Corrected Item-to-Total Correlations less than .50
Item Average Corrected Item-to-Total Correlation
S6
.206
L12
.185
A7 *
.318
F2 *
.310
L4 *
.270
S3 *
.436
L8 *
.365
S8 *
.150
S10 *
.309
F14 *
.462
F19 *
.263
A36 *
.395
A39 *
.470
F22 *
.380
A43 *
.469
*indicates a reverse scored item

The remaining items were entered into a principal components factor analysis
where factors with eigenvalues greater than one were extracted. Varimax rotation was
used. The resulting factor analysis contained five factors. The factor loadings for each of
the items were examined. One item (F1) had factor loadings less than .50 and was
removed from the analysis. Four items (F5, L18, A44, and S18) had cross-loadings
greater than .40 and were removed from the analysis. The factor solution is shown in
Appendix L.
The remaining items were entered into a principal components factor analysis
where factors with eigenvalues greater than one were extracted. Varimax rotation was
used. The resulting factor analysis contained four factors. The factor loadings for each of
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the items were examined. One item (L12) had factor loadings less than .50 and was
removed from further analysis. One item (S17) had cross-loadings greater than .40 and
was removed from further analysis. The factor solution is shown in appendix M. Five
additional items were removed from the analysis. A13 was removed from further analysis
because it was loading on the functional factor versus the aesthetic factor. A28 was
removed from further analysis due to a relatively low loading on the aesthetic factor in
combination with loadings above .3 on the functional, signage and lighting factors. A33
was removed from further analysis due to a relatively low loading on the aesthetic factor
and loadings above .3 on the functional and lighting factors. S1 was removed from
further analysis due to a relatively low loading on the signage factor and loadings above
.3 on the aesthetic, functional and lighting factors. L20 was removed from further
analysis due to loadings above .3 on all four factors. L2 was removed because it loaded
on the aesthetic factor. The remaining 62 scale items are shown in Appendix N.

Step Five: Collecting Data with a New Sample
After measure purification was successfully accomplished, step five involved
collecting data from a second sample. Qualtrics recruited U.S. respondents over the age
of 18. To ensure quality data, an attention filter was used approximately halfway through
the survey. Each question also required a response before respondents could move on to
the next question. A total of 709 potential respondents entered the survey. Of this
number, 37 did not complete the survey before it closed. Forty-nine respondents did not
consent to taking the survey. An additional 197 respondents did not answer the attention
filter question correctly and their responses were removed from further analysis. Thirty-
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six responses were not included in the analysis due to the respondent taking the survey
too quickly or answering the same answer for most questions. These measures resulted in
a final sample size of 390 responses.
Structural equation modeling was used to conduct a confirmatory factor analysis
(Gerbing & Anderson, 1988). The initial model with all sixty-two items demonstrated
poor fit (X2 = 6706.678; df = 1823; CMIN/DF = 3.679; IFI = 0.837; CFI = 0.836;
RMSEA = 0.083; RMR =0.100). To determine the items that were causing a problem
with fit, the regression weights, squared multiple correlations, standardized residual
covariances, and modification indices were examined. Items were removed one at a time
and the procedure was repeated until the model demonstrated good fit (X2 = 360.75; df=
164; CMIN/DF = 2.2; IFI = 0.974; CFI = 0.974; RMSEA = 0.056; RMR =0.046). Table 3
lists the order of item removal and the fit indices after each item was removed. After
completing the analysis, twenty items remain (five for each facet of retail design). Tables
4 through 7 list the items with their factor loadings, the AVE, composite reliability and
Cronbach’s alpha for the factor.

Step Six: Assessing Reliability
The reliability of each of the four factors was assessed. Tables 4 through 7 show
the composite reliability for the four factors ranges from 0.89 to 0.94, and Cronbach’s
alpha for the four factors ranges from 0.92 to 0.95. Both the construct reliability and the
Cronbach’s alpha exceed the recommended guidelines for reliability (Hair et al., 2010;
Nunnally, 1978).
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Table 3
Order of Item Removal and Corresponding Fit Indices
Model
Initial
-S19
-S2
-A17
-F21
-A22
-F8
-F4
-A23
-A37
-S16
-A15
-L11
-A40
-A14
-A24
-F23
-A10
-A18
-A46
-L10
-A42
-A30
-A41
-F7
-F24
-F3
-L14
-L17
-A12
-A35
-A29
-F10
-F11
-A16
-A26
-A32
-S7
-S12
-S14
-S9
-L6
-A31

X2
6706.678
6414.541
6324.800
6191.243
5847.477
5542.565
5256.772
4997.051
4756.329
4551.630
4369.429
4134.931
3942.548
3735.241
3547.036
3360.156
3209.105
3051.748
2862.375
2733.758
2607.841
2447.763
2303.386
2139.677
2024.768
1901.610
1765.413
1620.710
1531.229
1416.919
1278.999
1200.129
1108.585
993.654
915.337
825.800
754.603
664.722
588.279
525.445
457.268
410.602
360.750

Df
1823
1763
1704
1646
1589
1533
1478
1424
1371
1319
1268
1218
1169
1121
1074
1028
983
939
896
854
813
773
734
696
659
623
588
554
521
489
458
428
399
371
344
318
293
269
246
224
203
183
164

CMIN/df
3.679
3.638
3.712
3.761
3.680
3.616
3.557
3.509
3.469
3.451
3.446
3.395
3.373
3.332
3.303
3.269
3.265
3.250
3.195
3.201
3.208
3.167
3.138
3.074
3.072
3.052
3.002
2.925
2.939
2.898
2.793
2.804
2.778
2.678
2.661
2.597
2.575
2.471
2.391
2.346
2.253
2.244
2.200

IFI
0.837
0.842
0.842
0.843
0.850
0.855
0.860
0.865
0.869
0.871
0.874
0.879
0.882
0.886
0.888
0.891
0.893
0.896
0.900
0.902
0.904
0.907
0.911
0.915
0.918
0.921
0.925
0.929
0.932
0.934
0.940
0.941
0.944
0.949
0.951
0.955
0.957
0.961
0.965
0.968
0.971
0.972
0.974

CFI
0.836
0.842
0.842
0.843
0.850
0.855
0.860
0.865
0.869
0.870
0.874
0.878
0.882
0.886
0.888
0.891
0.893
0.896
0.900
0.902
0.904
0.907
0.911
0.915
0.917
0.920
0.924
0.929
0.932
0.934
0.939
0.941
0.944
0.949
0.951
0.955
0.957
0.961
0.965
0.968
0.971
0.972
0.974

RMR
0.100
0.099
0.100
0.100
0.100
0.099
0.096
0.095
0.095
0.095
0.094
0.094
0.094
0.095
0.095
0.091
0.091
0.091
0.089
0.086
0.085
0.081
0.080
0.081
0.082
0.080
0.080
0.074
0.071
0.071
0.069
0.069
0.064
0.059
0.056
0.051
0.050
0.050
0.049
0.048
0.045
0.045
0.046

RMSEA
0.083
0.082
0.083
0.084
0.083
0.082
0.081
0.080
0.080
0.079
0.079
0.078
0.078
0.077
0.077
0.076
0.076
0.076
0.075
0.075
0.075
0.075
0.074
0.073
0.073
0.073
0.072
0.070
0.071
0.070
0.068
0.068
0.068
0.066
0.065
0.064
0.064
0.061
0.060
0.059
0.057
0.057
0.056
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Table 4
Functional Factor (AVE = 0.778; composite reliability = 0.94; ά = 0.94)
Label
F6
F9
F16
F20
F25

Item
It is easy to move around.
The facility layout allows me to move around easily.
The layout makes it easy to get around.
It is easy to maneuver through this store.
It is easy to walk around this store environment.

Factor Loading
0.871
0.880
0.885
0.903
0.871

Table 5
Aesthetic Factor (AVE = 0.768; composite reliability = 0.93; ά = 0.95)
Label
A21
A25
A34
A38
A45

Item
The architecture is attractive.
The physical facilities are attractive.
The interior wall color scheme is attractive.
The décor of the store is pleasing to me.
This store is stylish.

Factor Loading
0.845
0.913
0.844
0.878
0.900

Table 6
Lighting Factor (AVE = 0.780; composite reliability = 0.94; ά = 0.95)
Label
L5
L9
L13
L15
L16

Item
The overall lighting level in this store is appropriate.
The store has good lighting.
The lighting in this store is bright enough.
The store is well lit.
The lighting in this store is appropriate for this setting.

Factor Loading
0.896
0.929
0.896
0.825
0.865

Table 7
Signage Factor (AVE = 0.705; composite reliability = 0.89; ά = 0.92)
Label
S5
S11
S13
S15
S17

Item
The signs in this store are large.
The facility has good signage.
The signs in the store are prominent.
The installed signboards in this store are helpful.
The signs in this store environment provide adequate
direction.

Factor Loading
0.744
0.895
0.840
0.869
0.842
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Step Seven: Assessing validity
In this step, both convergent and discriminant validity were assessed (Churchill,
1979). Convergent validity was assessed by examining whether each indicator
significantly loads on its proposed construct (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988). Specifically,
the factor loadings and AVE of each factor were examined. Tables 4 through 7 show all
of the factor loadings are greater than .70. As shown in Table 8, the AVE of all factors
was above .50. These results demonstrated convergent validity (Hair et al., 2010).
Table 8
Evidence of Discriminant Validity
Aesthetic Functional Signage Lighting
Aesthetic
0.778
0.591
0.636
0.555
Functional
0.349
0.768
0.699
0.602
Signage
0.404
0.489
0.705
0.673
Lighting
0.308
0.362
0.453
0.780
AVEs on the diagonal, squared correlations below the diagonal,
correlations above the diagonal
Discriminant validity was assessed by determining whether each factor correlates
highly with other factors. Specifically, discriminant validity was assessed using the
Fornell and Larcker (1981) method, where the average variance extracted was compared
to the squared correlations between the factors. As shown in Table 8, the AVE of each
factor was higher than its highest squared correlation with any other construct,
demonstrating discriminant validity (Fornell & Larcker, 1981).

Discussion and Implications
This essay empirically tests the conceptualization of retail environment design
described in essay 1. Specifically, the retail environment design scale (REDS) is
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developed and refined based on established scale development guidelines (Churchill,
1979). An extensive literature search and qualitative interviews with both consumers and
academic researchers were used to generate a list of potential items. The scale was
purified using an initial sample. Using a second sample, the scale was found to be reliable
and exhibit both convergent and discriminant validity. The resulting scale is
comprehensive and parsimonious including five items for each of the four facets—
functional, aesthetic, lighting, and signage—of retail design.
The newly developed REDS scale has multiple implications. The results of both
the exploratory factor analysis and the confirmatory factor analysis suggest that design of
retail environments has four distinct facets. Most previous research has primarily focused
on the functional and aesthetic elements of retail design. This essay suggests that both
lighting and signage are important facets of retail environment design. Now that a
parsimonious, reliable and valid scale for retail environment design has been developed,
nomological validity needs to be assessed. Essay 3 tests the newly developed REDS scale
in a nomological network based on existing theory and literature.

Limitations
The research presented in this essay has multiple limitations. One limitation is the
scale was developed using U.S. respondents, so it is unknown whether the REDS scale is
applicable in other cultures. Another limitation is the REDS scale was developed to
measure the design of retail environments in general. It is possible that consumers have
different design expectations for different types of retailers. For example, consumers
likely have different design expectations for grocery stores versus general merchandise
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retailers. An additional limitation includes the high probability that design expectations
will change over time. The American mall used to be a primary shopping destination.
However, today’s consumers prefer shopping at discount retailers and online (Ho, 2016).
The data collection process has two additional limitations. First, respondents were
asked to complete the survey while recalling the retailer at which they had most recently
shopped. It is probable that at least some respondents had difficulty recalling the various
aspects of the retail environment. Second, data was collected using an online panel of
consumers. It is possible that consumers who participate in online panels are more likely
to shop online versus at brick-and-mortar stores and are not the best respondents for a
study on physical retail environments.

Future Research
One avenue for future research would be to test the newly developed REDS scale
using a multi-country sample. This would test the generalizability of the REDS scale to
other cultures as well as provide an opportunity to compare design perceptions across
cultures. Future research could also focus on specific types of retailers (i.e. grocery
stores) to determine if there are specific design expectations by type of retailer.
Similarly, future research could compare two different styles of retailers (i.e. discount
store versus upscale stores) to determine how design expectations vary among different
styles of retailing. The REDS scale should also be tested using consumers who are
currently in or just recently left the retail environment. This future research would
address the data collection limitations associated with using recall and an online panel of
respondents.
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APPENDIX A
POTENTIAL ITEMS IDENTIFIED IN LITERATURE REVIEW
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Functional
Layout
I like the layout of this store. (Dagger & Danaher, 2014)
Navigating the store was easy. (Kumar & Kim, 2014)General layout. (Dennis et al.,
2012)
Layout makes it easy to move/get around. (Heung & Gu, 2012; Ryu & Jang,
2008a; Wakefield & Blodgett, 1999)
Layout creates adequate dining privacy. (Heung & Gu, 2012)
Overall, layout makes it easy for me to move/get around. (Han & Ryu, 2009;
Wakefield & Baker, 1998)
The facility layout allows me to move around easily. (Jang & Namkung, 2009)
Layout of festival site (Lee et al., 2008)
The facility has a good functional layout. (Bonn et al., 2007)
_______’s interior layout is pleasing. (Hightower et al., 2002)
This service provider’s layout never fails to impress me. (Brady & Cronin, 2001)
XYZ’s layout serves my purposes. (Brady & Cronin, 2001)
The layout makes it easy to get to the stores you want. (Wakefield & Baker, 1998)
The facility layout makes it easy to get to the kind of food service you want.
(Wakefield & Blodgett, 1996)
The facility layout makes it easy to get to your seat (the gaming areas). (Wakefield
& Blodgett, 1996)
The facility layout makes it easy to get to the restrooms. (Wakefield & Blodgett,
1996)
Overall, the facility layout makes it easy to get where you want to go. (Wakefield
& Blodgett, 1996)
Ease of navigation
Navigating the store was easy. (Kumar & Kim, 2014)
I found my way around easily. (Hooper et al., 2013)
In this restaurant, the aisles between the tables are wide enough to pass through
easily. (Hwang & Ok, 2013)
It is easy to walk around this restaurant environment and find what you are looking
for. (Hwang & Ok, 2013)
The number of tables does not make this restaurant environment difficult to
navigate. (Hwang & Ok, 2013)
Table/Seating arrangement gives me enough space. (Heung & Gu, 2012; Han &
Ryu; Ryu & Jang, 2008a)
Easy to move around (Liu & Jang, 2009)
It is easy to find the way around this location. (Bonn et al., 2007)
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Displays/Equipment
In-store displays were impressive. (Kumar & Kim, 2014)
The equipment was modern looking. (Hooper et al., 2013)
The electronic equipment was excellent. (Hooper et al., 2013)
The equipment was of high quality. (Hooper et al., 2013)
I feel good about the display. (Yoon, 2013)
Comfortable
Seating arrangement makes me feel comfortable. (Han & Ryu, 2009)
Comfortable seat space (Liu & Jang, 2009)
Comfortable festival site (Lee et al., 2008)
Privacy
Dining privacy (Liu & Jang, 2009)
Space/size
Space/size of festival site (Lee et al., 2008)
The facility has a good use of open space. (Bonn et al., 2007)
_______ has more than enough space for me to be comfortable. (Hightower et al.,
2002)
Other
Seating arrangement makes me feel crowded (R). (Ryu & Jang, 2008a)
The facility has a good flow of customer traffic. (Bonn et al., 2007)
XYZ understands that the design of its facility is important to me. (Brady &
Cronin, 2001)
Aesthetic
Furniture
The furniture at this store is comfortable. (Dagger & Danaher, 2014)
Furniture (e.g. dining table, chair) is of high quality. (Heung & Gu, 2012; Han &
Ryu, 2009; Ryu & Jang, 2008a)
Chinese-style furnishings (Liu & Jang, 2009)
Interior decorating
I like the interior decorating (e.g., style of furniture) at this store. (Dagger &
Danaher, 2014)
The décor of the store was pleasing to me. (Kumar & Kim, 2014)
I found the interior design visually appealing. (Hooper et al., 2013)
The interior design was/is attractive. (Hooper et al., 2013; Wakefield & Blodgett,
1999)
This restaurant/mall/facility is decorated in an attractive fashion. (Hwang & Ok,
2013; Wakefield & Baker, 1998; Wakefield & Blodgett, 1996)
The interior décor of this restaurant is attractive. (Hwang & Ok, 2013)
Overall interior design is attractive. (Heung & Gu, 2012)
Interior design of the Korean restaurant made me feel Korean culture. (Ha & Jang,
2010)
The interior design is visually appealing. (Jang & Namkung, 2009)
Overall interior design (Liu & Jang, 2009)
The restaurant’s interior was decorated in an appealing fashion. (Harris & Ezeh,
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2008)
The décor of the center is appropriate right now. (Babin et al., 2004)
The style of interior accessories is fashionable. (Hightower et al., 2002)
Attractive
The store looks attractive. (Dagger & Danaher, 2014)
The physical facilities were attractive. (Kumar & Kim, 2014; Baker et al., 1994;
Grewal & Baker, 1994)
This restaurant is attractive. (Hwang & Ok, 2013)
The interior of the restaurant was not attractive (R). (Harris & Ezeh, 2008)
Attractive facilities (Baker et al., 2002)
This is an attractive facility. (Wakefield & Blodgett, 1996)
Color
The color scheme was pleasing. (Kumar & Kim, 2014; Baker et al., 1994; Grewal
& Baker, 1994)
The colors used in the store appeared to be currently fashionable. (Kumar & Kim,
2014; Baker et al., 1994; Grewal & Baker, 1994)
The color schemes were appropriate. (Hooper et al., 2013)
The use of color in the décor scheme adds excitement to this restaurant
environment. (Hwang & Ok, 2013)
I feel good about the color. (Yoon, 2013)
Colors used create a warm atmosphere. (Han & Ryu, 2009; Ryu & Jang, 2008a)
Colors used create a pleasant atmosphere. (Jang & Namkung, 2009)
The restaurant’s interior was painted in colors that did not appeal to you (R).
(Harris & Ezeh, 2008)
This facility has a good color scheme. (Bonn et al., 2007)
The color scheme is attractive. (Hightower et al., 2002)
Pleasing color scheme (Baker et al., 2002)
The interior wall and floor color schemes are attractive. (Wakefield & Baker,
1998; Wakefield & Blodgett, 1996)
The facility is painted in attractive colors. (Wakefield & Blodgett, 1996)
Architecture
The architecture is/was attractive. (Hooper et al., 2013; Hightower et al., 2002)
This restaurant’s/mall’s/facility’s architecture gives it an attractive character.
(Hwang & Ok, 2013; Wakefield & Baker, 1998; Wakefield & Blodgett, 1996)
The restaurant’s interior architecture gave it an appealing character. (Harris &
Ezeh, 2008)
Other
The flooring was appropriate. (Hooper et al., 2013)
The interior of the store was appealing. (Dagger & Danaher, 2014)
The [store X] has nice design. (Shukla & Babin, 2013)
I feel good about the interior. (Yoon, 2013)
An “in-place” to go (stylish). (Dennis et al., 2012)
Plants/flowers make me feel happy. (Heung & Gu, 2012; Han & Ryu, 2009; Ryu
& Jang, 2008a)
Paintings/pictures are visually appealing. (Heung & Gu, 2012)
Layout and facility aesthetics of the Korean restaurant were fun and unique to me.
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(Ha & Jang, 2010)
Paintings/pictures are attractive. (Han & Ryu, 2009; Ryu & Jang, 2008a)
Ceiling décor is attractive. (Han & Ryu, 2009)
Wall décor is visually appealing. (Han & Ryu, 2009; Ryu & Jang, 2008a)
Chinese-style paintings (Liu & Jang, 2009)
The restaurant’s interior was appealing. (Harris & Ezeh, 2008)
Facilities of festival site (Lee et al., 2008)
_________’s physical facilities are comfortable. (Hightower et al., 2002)
The materials used inside _________ are pleasing and of high quality. (Hightower
et al., 2002)
The overall design of this mall is interesting. (Wakefield & Baker, 1998)
Design (Yoo et al., 1998)
Lighting
The lighting in this store is appropriate for this setting. (Dagger & Danaher, 2014)
The lighting in the store was pleasing to me. (Kumar & Kim, 2014)
The lighting accentuated the products that were displayed in the store. (Kumar &
Kim, 2014)
The lighting was comfortable. (Hooper et al., 2013)
The overall lighting level in this restaurant is appropriate. (Hwang & Ok, 2013)
The [store X] has good lighting. (Shukla & Babin, 2013)
I feel good about the lighting. (Yoon, 2013)
Lighting creates a comfortable atmosphere. (Heung & Gu, 2012; Jang & Namkung,
2009; Ryu & Jang, 2008a)
Lighting creates a warm atmosphere. (Han & Ryu, 2009; Ryu & Jang, 2008a)
Lighting (Liu & Jang, 2009; Yoo et al., 1998)
Lighting makes me feel welcome. (Ryu & Jang, 2008a)
This facility has good lighting. (Bonn et al., 2007)
The lighting is excellent at __________. (Hightower et al., 2002)
The mall lighting is appropriate. (Wakefield & Baker, 1998)
Signage
There was adequate display of in-store information. (Kumar & Kim, 2014)
The signs in this restaurant environment provide adequate direction. (Hwang & Ok,
2013)
Installed signboards (Lee et al., 2008)
Prepared pamphlets (Lee et al., 2008)
This facility has good signage and availability of information. (Bonn et al., 2007)
The signs used (i.e. bathroom, enter, exit, smoking) are helpful to me. (Hightower et
al., 2002)
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CONSENT COVER LETTER
Title of Research Study: Conceptualizing and Measuring Design of Retail
Environments
Researcher's Contact Information:

Julie Steen
(803) 979-1854
jsteen2@students.kennesaw.edu

Introduction
You are being invited to take part in a research study conducted by Julie Steen of
Kennesaw State University. Before you decide to participate in this study, you should
read this form and ask questions about anything that you do not understand.
Description of Project
The purpose of the study is to develop a scale to measure perceived design of retail
environments.
Explanation of Procedures
You will be interviewed about your recent experiences at retail stores. With your
permission the interview will be audio recorded. No personal identification information
about you will be recorded. The audio recording will only be used by the primary
researcher to transcribe the interview and will be destroyed after transcription takes place.
If you do not wish for your interview to be recorded, you can still participate in the
interview.
Time Required
It is expected that this interview will take between 30 minutes and 1 hour to complete.
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Risks or Discomforts
There are no known risks or anticipated discomforts of participating in this study.
Benefits
Although there are no direct benefits to you for taking part in the study, this research will
help the researcher learn more about how consumers perceive the design of retail
environments. This information can potentially be used in the future to help retailers
design environments, perhaps making your retail shopping experiences more enjoyable.
These benefits cannot be guaranteed.
Confidentiality
The results of this participation will be confidential. No personal identification
information will be collected or stored.
Inclusion Criteria for Participation
Participants must be 18 years of age and older and have shopped in retail stores within
the last month.
Statement of Understanding
The purpose of this research has been explained and my participation is voluntary. I have
the right to stop participation at any time without penalty. I understand that the research
has no known risks, and I will not be identified. By completing this interview, I am
agreeing to participate in this research project.
________________________________________________________________________
______
THIS PAGE MAY BE REMOVED AND KEPT BY EACH PARTICIPANT
Research at Kennesaw State University that involves human participants is carried out
under the oversight of an Institutional Review Board. Questions or problems regarding
these activities should be addressed to the Institutional Review Board, Kennesaw State
University, 585 Cobb Avenue, KH3403, Kennesaw, GA 30144-5591, (470) 578-2268.
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Research Title:
Investigator:
Dissertation Chair:

Conceptualizing and Measuring Design of Retail Environments
Julie Steen, DBA candidate, Kennesaw State University

Dr. Brian Rutherford, Kennesaw State University,
bruther1@kennesaw.edu

Interview Guide:
Thank you for agreeing to participate in this interview.
Do I have your permission to audio record this interview? _____ Yes
Please confirm that you are age 18 or older.

_____ Yes

_____ No

_____ No

Please take a moment and think of retail businesses you have visited within the last
month.
1. When you are ready, please tell me the retail businesses you have visited in the
last month (Interviewer will record up to four retailers. Every attempt to be made
to include different types of retailers. For example, grocery stores, convenience
stores, department stores, low-cost, high-end, etc.).
2. What types of products did you look at or purchase at each retailer?
3. Approximately how long did you spend at the retailer per visit?
Name of Retailer

Types of Products

Approximate Time Spent

4. Please describe your experience of shopping at ____________ (insert retailer
names from question 1).
a. ____________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________
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b. ____________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________
c. ____________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________
d. ____________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________
5. I am interested in your perceptions of the environment or atmosphere of retail
stores. How would you describe the environment/atmosphere of _____________
(insert retailer names from question 1).
a. ____________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________
b. ____________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________
c. ____________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________
d. ____________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________
6. I am interested in how consumers perceive the functionality of retail stores. Using
the definition of functionality as the way in which furnishings and equipment are
arranged and how that arrangement influences both customers and employees as
they each attempt to accomplish their goals, how would you describe the
functionality of ______________ (insert retailer names from question 1). [If
interviewees need a better understanding of functionality I will tell them that
elements that affect how easy it is to get around in the retail establishment, locate
needed items, information or service, ease of payment, etc.).]
a. ____________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________
b. ____________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________
c. ____________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________
d. ____________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________
7. I am interested in how consumers perceive the aesthetics of retail stores. Using
the definition of aesthetics as those elements used to make retail environments
attractive, appealing, and pleasing including elements such as architecture, color,
and interior decor, how would you describe the aesthetics of ___________ (insert
retailer names from question 1).
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a. ____________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________
b. ____________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________
c. ____________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________
d. ____________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________
8. I am interested in how consumers perceive the lighting of retail stores. Using the
definition of lighting as both manmade and natural elements used to illuminate the
retail environments, how would you describe the lighting of _____________
(insert retailer names from question 1).
a. ____________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________
b. ____________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________
c. ____________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________
d. ____________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________
9. I am interested in how consumers perceived the signage and graphics used in
retail stores. Using the definition of signage as elements that convey general
information, product, price and promotions, rules of behavior and to convey
messages related to firm image, how would you describe the signage/graphics
used at ______________ (insert retailer names from question 1).
a. ____________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________
b. ____________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________
c. ____________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________
d. ____________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________
10. Thinking back on your shopping experiences, can you think of other
environmental aspects of ______________ (insert retailer name from question 1)
that influenced your behavior in any way?
a. ____________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________
b. ____________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________
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c. ____________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________
d. ____________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________
11. Age _________
12. Gender ____________
13. Race or Ethnicity ____________
14. Household Income Level
a. $0 to $25,000 _____
b. $25,001 to $50,000 _____
c. $50,001 to $75,000 _____
d. $75,001 to $100,000 _____
e. $100,001 or greater _____
15. Highest Education Level Attained
a. Less than High School _____
b. High School Degree _____
c. Some College _____
d. Undergraduate College Degree _____
e. Some Graduate Degree Work _____
f. Graduate Degree _____
Thank you for participating in my research! All of your responses will be kept
confidential.

68

APPENDIX D
SUMMARY OF CONSUMER INTERVIEWS

69
Comments made about the functionality of retail environments:
“Easy to find what you are looking for” (Respondent A)
“The aisles are pretty spaced out” (Respondent A)
“Laid out in straight lines” (Respondent A)
“Kinda jagged [store layout]” (Respondent A)
“Big signs” (Respondent A)
“If you go to a grocery store enough times in a chain you know where things are at”
(Respondent A)
Difficulty to get to different things because the store is so large (Respondent B)
“Layout” (Respondent B)
“Arranged” (Respondent B)
“Dressing rooms were horrible . . . nasty. Dirty” (Respondent C)
“Pretty well organized” (Respondent C)
“Trying to pay . . . was not easy” (Respondent C)
“The organization in Meijer was pretty straightforward” (Respondent C)
“if I didn’t know the layout of Ollie’s it might be hard” (Respondent C)
“I know where everything is in Food Lion” (Respondent D)
“It was tight” (Respondent D)
“The shelves are high so you cannot see around them” (Respondent D)
“There is a lot of stuff crammed in that store [Barnes & Noble]” (Respondent D)
“Too much” (Respondent D)
“You kind of have to walk around to find stuff” (Respondent E)
“Every grocery store is laid out different” (Respondent E)
“hunt for stuff” (Respondent E)
“It [Walmart] is a long spread out store” (Respondent F)
“Aisles are clearly marked” (Respondent G)
“Nice flow” (Respondent G)
Discussed that like items (couches, etc.) were not arranged together at Ashley Furniture
(Respondent H)
“They always have the beer arranged together, the wine arranged together” (Respondent
H)
“I can never find what I am looking for [at PetSmart B]” (Respondent I)
“They tend to have everything really structured in such a way that I can easily find things
without asking for help [at PetSmart A]” (Respondent I)
“I can go straight to it” (Respondent I)
“And this store is bigger” (Respondent I)
“difficult to find [things]. . .” (Respondent I)
“They don’t have their signs posted up from the ceilings” (Respondent I)
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“And the aisles are wider” (Respondent I)
“And they don’t look like they are overstocked” (Respondent I)
“The other one looks congested and this one looks like they have everything neatly
stacked so I can find stuff” (Respondent I)
“I like how they are very organized” (Respondent J)
Comment about how the aisles can be tight (Respondent J)
“Sometimes it is hard to locate things because Dollar General they don’t really have signs
that tell you where items are at. They don’t have a lot of visuals so sometimes it is
difficult to find things” (Respondent J)
“Easy for you to maneuver and find things . . . they do a good job with the spacing”
(Respondent J)

Comments made about the aesthetics of retail environments:
“Plain” (Respondent A)
“Bright” (Respondent A)
“In your face” (Respondent A)
“Signage is pretty big” (Respondent A)
“Lots of stuff in the aisles” (Respondent A)
“A good smell when you walk in” (Respondent A)
Respondent A referred to Food Lion as not having aesthetics.
“Bare minimum” (Respondent B)
“Color palette” (Respondent B)
“Signage” (Respondent B)
“Pretty and clean” (Respondent C)
“Music wasn’t so overbearing” (Respondent C)
“The whole atmosphere was like cheapened. There wasn’t a lot of pretty, a lot of
decorations, a lot of ‘we want you to enjoy being here’ kind of an atmosphere”
(Respondent C)
“It [Meijer] felt good to be there. It didn’t smell.” (Respondent C)
“It [Ollie’s] was dirty” (Respondent C)
“I don’t think Food Lion has aesthetics” (Respondent D)
“It [Barnes & Noble] would have been pleasant if it wasn’t so crowded” (Respondent D)
“Color scheme” (Respondent D)
“It smelled like coffee” (Respondent D)
“There is no real aesthetics to Lowe’s” (Respondent E)
“I don’t notice” (Respondent E)
“Well, they do have some signs” (Respondent E)
“They [Walmart] merchandise product properly” (Respondent F)
“They [Belk’s] always have the right motif out. Umm, whether it be the seasonal
backgrounds with the backdrops, the murals on them” (Respondent F)
“The colors are not bright” (Respondent G)
“It [Home Depot] is functional, accessible, organized but not pleasing” (Respondent G)
“Joyful” (Respondent G)
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“Publix is clean, bright colors. They have very nice displays for the produce”
(Respondent G)
“Homey feel to it” (Respondent H)
“I don’t know that I really noticed a lot in there [in relation to aesthetics]” (Respondent
H)
“They greet you with Halloween stuff. And here [South Florida], the beach stuff up front
. . .They always put the newest styles out front” (Respondent H)
“A big warehouse store with the high ceilings . . . I tend to like the big warehouse feel”
(Respondent I)
“They seem to have their colors laid out by season or holiday, so of course, everything
was Halloween” (Respondent I)
“Their regular colors are bland . . . so they don’t overshadow whatever they are trying to
promote” (Respondent I)
“Keep the floors clean” (Respondent J)
“I like the colors” (Respondent J)

Comments made about the lighting of retail environments:
“Pretty good” (Respondent A)
“Big red LED sign” (Respondent A)
“Not the dingy yellow” (Respondent B)
“Softer lighting” (Respondent B)
“Yellow or amberish. So it creates a softer feel” (Respondent B)
“Just white lighting” (Respondent B)
“Bright” (Respondent C, D, E, H & J)
“I need light. I did not struggle to see. In some stores, there are dark corners . . . the
lighting was even across the store” (Respondent C)
“More of a harsh light, it wasn’t a soft bright light” (Respondent C)
“Backlighting in the shelves of the beauty, health [items]” (Respondent C)
“It wasn’t that harsh fluorescent lighting” (Respondent D)
“Average [Lowe’s] . . . below average [Tractor Supply]” (Respondent E)
“Adequate. It wasn’t anything that stood out” (Respondent F)
“At Belk’s they had spotlights on their mannequins” (Respondent F)
“Dark. Home Depot tends to be darker. Not bright at all.” (Respondent G)
“They have bright lights, but they never have natural light” (Respondent G)
“I would really enjoy if they had more natural lighting instead of the fully 100% artificial
environment” (Respondent G)
“Dimmer, I think, to create a more relaxed environment” (Respondent H)
“Not bright [PetSmart A] . . . very, very bright [PetSmart B]” (Respondent I)
“I don’t know if it’s because it is smaller and it has bigger windows from the front and
the natural lighting comes in as well as the ceiling lights. The lighting is probably
more natural in the one I go to” (Respondent I)
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Comments made about the signage of retail environments:
“Lot of signage” (Respondent A)
“Big signs telling you where to go” (Respondent A)
“Little signs on everything that says clearance, $12.99, stuff like that” (Respondent A)
“Very utilitarian. They definitely do their pricing” (Respondent B)
Referred to missing price signage (Respondent B)
“The signage isn’t overwhelming” (Respondent B)
“Weren’t well signed. Of course, they had the sale signs” (Respondent C)
Discussed the concept of inaccurate signage (Respondent C)
“[Signs] were hanging from the ceiling” (Respondent C)
“Nonexistent” (Respondent C)
“Adequate. Kind of boring” (Respondent D)
“I never noticed signs at Sam’s. I am sure they have them. I think. They might not.”
(Respondent D)
“They [Lowe’s] have signs on every aisle that tell you where to go” (Respondent E)
“I don’t know if they [Tractor Supply] even have signs. Yeah, they have signs. I never
look at them” (Respondent E)
“Overwhelming” (Respondent F)
“After a while you get blinders on . . . there are so many different signs” (Respondent F)
“Prominent with a percentage off of sales” (Respondent F)
“To complement the functionality. Home Depot, very clear, huge signs on the top of
every alley so you can see them from the distance” (Respondent G)
Practical signage versus enticing signage (Respondent G)
“Messages everywhere” (Respondent G)
“Each area has their signage. But I do remember their Columbus day signs all over”
(Respondent H)
“I don’t remember signage [at Total Wine & More]” (Respondent H)
“I don’t remember any special signs there [Target]” (Respondent H)
“You look up for signs hanging from the ceiling and then as you walk along the aisles
they have the signs kind of sticking out where you can see them as well” (Respondent
I)
“They even label not just the dog food, but the specific products that are on that aisle, the
brands” (Respondent I)
“Walmart is seems to me like their graphics and signs are kind of formal . . . more
informative” (Respondent J)
“They [Dollar General] don’t have a lot of graphics” (Respondent J)
“Food Lion is trying to make the signs appeal to the customer” (Respondent J)

Other interesting general comments to consider:
“It’s open, I can see from the front to the back of the store” (Respondent A)
Discussed difficulty finding items (Respondent A)
“Room to move around” (Respondent A)
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“Tight, moving in between the racks is tighter. . . harder for two people to get through an
aisle” (Respondent A)
“Well maintained” (Respondent A)
“Not an environment that is inviting” (Respondent B)
“Play with all the toys, touch whatever I want . . . play before purchasing anything”
(Respondent B)
“Time was taken to make sure that things were straightened up” (Respondent B)
“Jumbled up . . . cluttered . . . messy” (Respondent C)
“Cheapened it [referring to the overall feel of the store]” (Respondent C)
“The escalator was broken” (Respondent C)
“Plenty of space” (Respondent C)
“Frustrating [experience] . . . Trying to find what I was looking for” (Respondent D)
“Claustrophobic [environment]” (Respondent D)
“Not much to the environment” (Respondent D)
“I didn’t want to shop anymore after I left there [Barnes & Noble]. We got in the car and
went home” (Respondent D)
“Nothing in the aisles [at Lowe’s]” (Respondent E)
“There is a bunch of junk in the aisles [at Tractor Supply]. You have to wade through all
kinds of boxes and stuff” (Respondent E)
“Feel lost” (Respondent G)
“The store always feels too big” (Respondent G)
“It feels like an empty place and you are lost sometimes waiting. So it is kind of
stressful” (Respondent G)
“You can use the, you can experience them [gadgets at Best Buy] . . . fun to touch”
(Respondent G)
“I never feel lost, you know exactly where things are [at Macy’s]” (Respondent G)
“It is a huge place and to have it logically flowing this way is not an easy thing to do”
(Respondent G)
“Floors are logically aligned” (Respondent G)
“Blue collar environment [Home Depot]” (Respondent G)
“See what is out there and play with it. So, it’s [Best Buy] fun. So it is always fun”
(Respondent G)
“it [Publix] is clean and pleasant . . . definitely not like . . . other grocery stores where . . .
the floor is dirty, or people are unavailable, the lines are long” (Respondent G)
“All four of them [Home Depot, Best Buy, Macy’s, Publix] they are fast” (Respondent
G)
“they [Macy’s] don’t have shopping carts and we end up having to take trips back and
forth to the car after we buy because we tend to carry a lot of things” (Respondent G)
“They [Ashley Furniture] try and make it homey . . . welcoming for a home store”
(Respondent H)
“I didn’t pay that much attention. . . It [Total Wine & More] is a little more fun to go into
because they give a lot of variety” (Respondent H)
“Always a lot of stuff to look at” (Respondent H)
“I felt like I could easily just kind of get around” (Respondent I)
“It was organized to where I could find it” (Respondent I)
“It was hard for me to locate things” (Respondent J)

74
“Sometimes it gets frustrating when you walk into a store and you have to constantly
keep looking, looking, looking and you don’t have any visuals to tell you where
things are at” (Respondent J)
“Things should have been a little bit more organized” (Respondent J)
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Functional
It is easy to find products in this store.
There is plenty of space to walk down the aisles.
The store uses a logical layout.
The store is too large.
The store is well organized.
The aisles are too tight.
I can see from the front to the back of the store.
The store is spread out.
The store has a nice flow.
In this store, similar items are located near each other.
There is merchandise in the aisles.
It is easy to maneuver through this store.
Store equipment (cash registers, escalators, elevators, etc.) are in working order.
I feel claustrophobic in this store.
I feel lost in this store.
Appropriate shopping aids (shopping carts, baskets, etc.) are available.
Aesthetic
This store is plain.
The colors in this store are bright.
The color palette in this store is appropriate.
The store is clean.
This store uses appropriate seasonal decorations.
The aesthetics in this store are not pleasing.
Lighting
This store uses softer lighting.
This store uses bright lighting.
The lighting in this store makes it easy to see things.
This store uses lighting to accent merchandise.
Signage
The amount of signage in this store is appropriate.
The signs in this store are large.
The signs in this store are utilitarian.
This store does not have enough signage.
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The signs in the store are overwhelming.
The signs in the store are prominent.
The signage is informative.
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CONSENT COVER LETTER

Title of Research Study: Conceptualizing and Measuring Design of Retail
Environments
Researcher's Contact Information:

Julie Steen
(803) 979-1854
jsteen2@students.kennesaw.edu

Introduction
You are being invited to take part in a research study conducted by Julie Steen of
Kennesaw State University. Before you decide to participate in this study, you should
read this form and ask questions about anything that you do not understand.
Description of Project
The purpose of the study is to develop a scale to measure perceived design of retail
environments.
Explanation of Procedures
You will be interviewed and asked for recommendations and suggestions for measuring
design of retail environments. With your permission the interview will be audio
recorded. No personal identification information about you will be recorded. The audio
recording will only be used by the primary researcher to transcribe the interview and will
be destroyed after transcription takes place. If you do not wish for your interview to be
recorded, you can still participate in the interview.
Time Required
It is expected that this interview will take between 20 and 30 minutes to complete.
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Risks or Discomforts
There are no known risks or anticipated discomforts of participating in this study.
Benefits
This research will help the researcher learn more about how consumers perceive the
design of retail environments. Based on the results, you may be able to use the scale in
future research projects. This information also can potentially be used in the future to
help retailers design environments. These benefits cannot be guaranteed.
Confidentiality
The results of this participation will be confidential. No personal identification
information will be collected or stored.
Inclusion Criteria for Participation
Participants must be academic marketing researchers.
Statement of Understanding
The purpose of this research has been explained and my participation is voluntary. I have
the right to stop participation at any time without penalty. I understand that the research
has no known risks, and I will not be identified. By completing this survey, I am
agreeing to participate in this research project.
________________________________________________________________________
______
THIS PAGE MAY BE REMOVED AND KEPT BY EACH PARTICIPANT
Research at Kennesaw State University that involves human participants is carried out
under the oversight of an Institutional Review Board. Questions or problems regarding
these activities should be addressed to the Institutional Review Board, Kennesaw State
University, 585 Cobb Avenue, KH3403, Kennesaw, GA 30144-5591, (470) 578-2268.
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MARKETING RESEARCHER INTERVIEW GUIDE
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Research Title:
Conceptualizing and Measuring Design of Retail Environments
Investigator:
Julie Steen, DBA candidate, Kennesaw State University
Dissertation Chair: Dr. Brian Rutherford, Kennesaw State University,
bruther1@kennesaw.edu
Interview Guide:
Thank you for agreeing to participate in this interview.
Do I have your permission to audio record this interview? _____ Yes

_____ No

1.

I am interested in developing a scale for design of retail environments. How
would you define design of retail environments?
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
2. What dimensions would you include in a scale of design of retail environments?
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
3.

I propose that design of retail environments includes four facets—functional,
aesthetic, lighting and signage. I defined the functional facet as the way in which
furnishings and equipment are arranged and how that arrangement influences both
customers and employees as they each attempt to accomplish their goals. What
recommendations or suggestions do you have for measuring the functional facet?
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
4.

I defined the aesthetic facet as those elements used to make retail environments
attractive, appealing, and pleasing including elements such as architecture, color,
and interior design. What recommendations or suggestions do you have for
measuring the aesthetic facet?
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________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
5. I defined the lighting facet as both manmade and natural elements used to
illuminate the retail environment. What recommendations or suggestions do you
have for measuring the lighting facet?
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
6.

I defined the signage facet as those elements that convey directional information,
rules of behavior and firm image. What recommendations or suggestions do you
have for measuring the signage facet?
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
7.

Do you have any other recommendations or suggestions for measuring design of
retail environments?
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________

Thank you for participating in my research! All of your responses will be kept
confidential.
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APPENDIX H
SUMMARY OF RESEARCHER INTERVIEWS
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Comments made about the functionality of retail environments:
“efficiency standpoint” (Researcher A)
“ease and comfort of the consumer” (Researcher A)
“flow” (Researcher A)
“equity”-in terms of waiting in line (Researcher A)
“wait times” (Researcher A)
“time required to find something and get out” (Researcher B)
“time to access and time to leave” (Researcher B)
“Can I find it, pick it up and leave without any difficulty?” (Researcher B)
“Some things are easy to change. As a matter of fact, there are some stores that will
change their entire design of the store overnight” (Researcher C)
“fixtures. How the merchandise is displayed, is it one shelves, is it on rounds, those types
of things” (Researcher C)
“layout of the store” (Researcher C)
“how they move people through the store” (Researcher C)
“space allocation . . . how much space is in the aisles, how much space is between the
fixtures” (Researcher C)
“Time to get through the store” (Researcher D)
“This store is very easy for me to reach product and get out” (Researcher D)
“Some stores it is almost like a maze trying to get to what you want” (Researcher D)
“How easy are the aisles to maneuver? (Researcher D)
“Length of aisles” (Researcher D)
“Arrangement, easy to access, is it easy to reach?” (Researcher D)
“The front of the store is not cluttered” (Researcher D)
“How fluid it is?” (Researcher E)
“The degree to which the arrangement is multi-use or the degree to which there has been
a consideration for multiple purposes or uses” (Researcher E)
Comments made about the aesthetics of retail environments:
“Boy it is just so subjective and it depends on the nature of the retail” (Researcher A)
“To me aesthetics is all of those things that relate to the five senses. You know, the
visual, the smell, the touch, the hearing and the taste” (Researcher B)
“Wow!” factor (Researcher B)
“tall ceilings” (Researcher B)
Color “combination” (Researcher B)
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“How they have displayed the stuff” (Researcher B)
“If you are trying to make it functional it is not likely to be aesthetic and vice versa”
(Researcher B)
“Ambience, smell, merchandising, visual color. Is there any, are they using color”
(Researcher C)
“Aesthetics also goes into how you group your merchandise in the store. Is it done in a
boutique style or is it pushing up and down shopping aisles . . . I think that the aesthetic
category is probably your biggest one that is going to be hard to delineate” (Researcher
C)
“The front of the store, the windows, the curb appeal of the store, the smell of the store”
(Researcher D)
“The cleanliness of the floor” (Researcher D)
“Too much product” (Researcher D)
“Do you feel crowded?” (Researcher D)
“The look has got to match the store image, the store strategy. It has got to match what
my expectations are, my perceptions are of that store” (Researcher D)
“The hygiene is critical . . . the store being clean” (Researcher E)
Comments made about the lighting of retail environments:
“Maybe from the standpoint of time of day. It is important for people to feel like it is the
middle of the day if it is the middle of the day versus nighttime” (Researcher A)
“Anything that shows the product in the best possible way” (Researcher B)
“It’s a no-brainer that you should be able to find your way around thanks to the lighting”
(Researcher B)
“I kind of find it interesting that you separate lighting and signage” (Researcher C)
“The type of lighting you use impacts how consumers view merchandise” (Researcher C)
“You might add in safety factors in with your lighting” (Researcher C)
“Lighting can be used to highlight certain types of merchandise or to create a mood”
(Researcher C)
“My eyes don’t hurt” (Researcher D)
“I feel like all of the lights are on” (Researcher D)
“Do I feel safe” (Researcher D)
“Is it well lit?” (Researcher D)
“Is the lighting in the right place?” (Researcher D)
“Is it bright enough?” (Researcher D)
“Do I have trouble reading labels?” (Researcher D)
“Does the lighting accurately reflect the color of the product?” (Researcher D)
“How bright things are” (Researcher E)
“How many different types of lighting there is” (Researcher E)
“How often do they change their lighting?” (Researcher E)
Comments made about the signage of retail environments:
“appropriateness” (Researcher A)
“you can have too much [signage]” (Researcher A)
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“It can be ineffective because you aren’t real purposeful” (Researcher A)
“It has to be functional to a large extent” (Researcher B)
Electronic signage (Researcher B)
“Particularly you may want to point out graphics on signage and the meaning of those
different graphics” (Researcher C)
“Signage can create a certain type of personality in a store” (Researcher C)
“Signage and how it relates to in-store displays” (Researcher C)
“Readable, clear, available, relevant, matches the product, clarity, color, language”
(Researcher D)
“Is it clear? Is it accurate? Do I understand it? Spelled-correctly? Type fonts large
enough” (Researcher D)
“How about capturing how consistent they are” (Researcher E)
Other interesting general comments to consider:
“So I think of [design] in terms of like ambiance, temperature, flow, comfort, even things
like heat and music” (Researcher A)
“personally from just a consumer standpoint I am more comfortable in a more sparsely
laid out retail environment” (Researcher A)”
“level of stimuli” (Researcher A)
“I have a student that works at Buckle and she thrives on that sort of chaotic feeling”
(Researcher A)
Design is “ease of access, convenience, and going to the aisles or stations or whatever
you want to call that and being able to find anything” (Researcher B)
“the fact that you feel secure” (Researcher B)
“I know you are talking about the environment, but also the kinds of products, product
assortments, the brands, the varieties all of those usual things” (Researcher B)
“Retail design involves actually a number of factors . . . It is more than just merchandise
or the store layout. It has to do with the store design, how you communicate to your
customers . . . space allocation, fixture selection, any visual merchandising aspects, even
such things as lighting, the ambience of the store, interior, exterior design . . .
sustainability in store design” (Researcher C)
“Here is my issue with trying to measure the design of the store, there are so many
elements to it” (Researcher C)
“Design of retail environment would be developing the elements of the retail experience
involving the store layout, the store look, the store smell. Looking at all five of the senses
along with the product offering which would probably be visual in some respects”
(Researcher D)
“I would look at the importance of the product mix, the store layout, store color,
importance of convenience, navigability of the store, looking at placement of counters,
and of course placement of salespeople” (Researcher C)
Design is “lighting, ceilings, aesthetics, display stuff, clearly marked, signs, expectations,
categories” (Researcher E)
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Functional
This store has good flow.
This store has appropriate wait times.
The time needed to access the store is appropriate.
The time required to find items is appropriate.
It is easy to find items.
It is easy to leave the store.
This store is like a maze.
It is easy to maneuver the aisles in this store.
The aisles are too long.
The store is cluttered.
Aesthetic
This store has tall ceilings.
This store uses the right color combination.
This store displays products well.
This store has clean floors.
This store has too much product.
This store is crowded.
The look of the store matches the store’s image.
The store is clean.
Lighting
The lighting in this store highlights products.
The lighting helps me find my way around the store.
The lighting in this store makes me feel safe.
The lighting in this store creates an appropriate mood.
The store is well lit.
The lighting in this store is in the right place.
The lighting in this store is bright enough.
The lighting in this store allows me to easily read labels.
The lighting in this store accurately reflects the colors of products.
There are many different types of lighting in the store.
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Signage
The store has too much signage.
The signage in this store is ineffective.
There is electronic signage in the store.
The signage helps create the store’s personality.
The store’s signage is readable.
The store’s signage is clear.
The store’s signage is relevant.
The store’s signage matches the products.
The store’s signage is the right color.
The words on the signs are spelled correctly.
The font on the signs is large enough.
The signage in the store is consistent.
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Functional Items
F1
F2
F3
F4
F5
F6
F7
F8
F9
F10
F11
F12
F13
F14
F15
F16
F17
F18
F19
F20
F21
F22
F23
F24
F25
F26

The facility has a good use of open space.
This store is like a maze.
Overall, the facility layout makes it easy to get where you want to go.
In this store, the aisles are wide enough to pass through easily.
This store has a good general layout.
It is easy to move around.
Navigating the store is easy.
There is plenty of space to walk down the aisles.
The facility layout allows me to move around easily.
The facility has a good functional layout.
The store’s layout serves my purposes.
The store uses a logical layout.
The facility layout makes it easy to get to the restrooms.
The aisles are too tight.
The store has nice flow. *judged as functional and aesthetic
The layout makes it easy to get around.
In this store, similar items are located near each other.
The store has good flow.
The aisles are too long.
It is easy to maneuver through this store.
I found my way around easily.
Store arrangement makes me feel crowded. *judged as functional and aesthetic
The store’s arrangement gives me enough space.
The store is well organized.
It is easy to walk around this store environment.
Store equipment (e.g. cash registers, escalators, elevators) are in working order.
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Aesthetic items
A1
A2
A3
A4
A5
A6
A7
A8
A9
A10
A11
A12
A13
A14
A15
A16
A17
A18
A19
A20
A21
A22
A23
A24
A25
A26
A27
A28
A29
A30
A31
A32
A33
A34
A35
A36
A37
A38
A39
A40
A41
A42

This store is attractive.
This is an attractive facility.
This store uses the right color combination.
This store’s interior is decorated in an appealing fashion.
This facility’s architecture gives it an attractive character.
Colors used create a warm atmosphere.
The aesthetics in this store are not pleasing.
The interior design is attractive.
The store looks attractive.
I like the interior decorating (e.g. style of furniture) at this store.
The store’s arrangement makes me feel comfortable. *also judged as functional
The interior design is visually appealing.
This store has more than enough space for me to be comfortable. * judged A & F
This store has a pleasing color scheme.
The floor color scheme is attractive.
The materials used inside the store are pleasing.
This store is an “in-place” to go.
The store’s interior is appealing.
The store uses appropriate seasonal decorations.
The store’s physical facilities are comfortable. *judged as aesthetic and
functional
The architecture is attractive.
The interior décor of this store is attractive.
The facility is painted in attractive colors.
The store’s interior layout is pleasing. *3As & 2Fs
The physical facilities are attractive.
The store’s interior is painted in colors that appeal to me.
This store is comfortable.
The décor of the store is appropriate right now.
The color palette in this store is appropriate.
The store’s interior architecture gives it an appealing character.
The colors used in this store appear to be currently fashionable.
The ceiling décor is attractive.
The overall interior design is good. *judged as both aesthetic and functional
The interior wall color scheme is attractive.
The style of interior accessories is fashionable.
I feel claustrophobic in this store. *judged as both aesthetic and functional
The facility is decorated in an attractive fashion.
The décor of the store is pleasing to me.
This store is plain.
I feel good about the color.
The color scheme is attractive.
The use of color in the décor scheme adds excitement to this store.
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A43
A44
A45
A46

The interior of the store is not attractive.
The colors in this store are bright.
This store is stylish.
I feel good about the interior.

Lighting items
L1
L2
L3
L4
L5
L6
L7
L8
L9
L10
L11
L12
L13
L14
L15
L16
L17
L18
L19
L20

The store uses soft lighting.
Lighting creates a warm atmosphere. *judged as both lighting and aesthetic
The lighting in this store makes it easy to see things. *judged as lighting and
functional
The store is not well lit.
The overall lighting level in this store is appropriate.
The facility has good lighting.
I feel good about the lighting. *judged as lighting and aesthetic
The store lighting is not appropriate
The store has good lighting.
The lighting helps me find my way around the store. *judged as lighting &
functional
The lighting in this store is in the right place. *judged as lighting and functional
There are many different types of lighting in the store.
The lighting in this store is bright enough. *judged as lighting and functional
The lighting is excellent at this store.
The store is well lit.
The lighting in this store is appropriate for this setting.
The lighting in this store allows me to easily read labels. *judged both L and F
The store uses bright lighting.
The lighting in this store is pleasing to me. *judged as lighting and aesthetic
The lighting in this store highlights products.

Signage items
S1
S2
S3
S4
S5
S6
S7
S8
S9
S10
S11

The signage in the store is consistent.
The signs used (i.e. bathroom, enter, exit, smoking) are helpful to me.
This store does not have enough signage. *judged as signage and functional
The facility has a good availability of information.
The signs in this store are large.
The signs in this store are utilitarian. *judged as signage and functional
The store’s signage is clear.
The store has too much signage.
The signage is informative.
The signage in this store is ineffective. *judged as signage and functional
The facility has good signage.
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S12
S13
S14
S15
S16
S17
S18
S19

The store’s signage is relevant.
The signs in the store are prominent.
The amount of signage in this store is appropriate.
The installed signboards in this store are helpful.
The font on the signs is large enough. *judged signage and functional
The signs in this store environment provide adequate direction.
There is an adequate display of in-store information.
The store’s signage is readable.
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INITIAL FACTOR SOLUTION
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Rotated Component Matrixa
Component
1
A8

2

4

5

.711

F3
A9

3

6

7

.410
.641

.316

.673

.425

L5

.653

F4

.689

A10

.766

A11

.489

-.314

.511

L6

.739

L7

.433

.306

S1

.306

.360

S2
A12

.761

F5

.385

.628

F6

.805

A13

.717

A14

.772

A15

.744

L9

.314

A16

.726

A17

.607

S4

.454

.403

A18

.778

.301

L10

.352

.326

F7

.650
.556

.326

.559

.344

.333

.331

.312

.754
.345

.449

.314

.583

.736

S5

.360

A19

.407

.319

S7
L11

.349

F8

.769

A20

.540

A21

.798

F9

.401

.635
.420

.378

.640

.339

.330

.681

.365

.783

F10

.326

A22

.826

A23

.829

.741

.368
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A24

.701

S9

.337

F11

.311

A25

.756

A26

.840

A27
A28

.396
.715
.625

.396

.535

.515

.334

.579

.346

.397

.409

.419

F13
L12

.365

A29

.709

.526

L13

.311

F15

.493

A30

.811

L14

.382

.343

F16

.311

.745

S11

.377

.328

.675

A31

.795
.414

.425

F17

.597

S12
F18

.355

.668

.311

.682

.336

.710
.431

.640

.347

L15

.347

L16

.353

.316

.716

.346

.367

.653

A32

.758

L17
A33

.706

F20

.360

.849

A35

.844

A37

.833

A38

.838

S13

.332

.311

L18

.675
.329

A40

.785

A41

.832

S14

.333

A42

.796

S15

.324

.791

A34

F21

.738

.325

.730

.663

.398
.749

.523

-.394
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F23

.305

S16

.758
.347

.662

A44

.561

F24

.376

.604

L19

.491

.326

.598

.766

.318

F25

-.307
.382

L20

.514

.314

.362

.309

S17

.365

.397

.654

S18

.394

.376

.636

A45

.813

S19

.356

.670

.346

F26

.344

.425

.355

A46

.733

.384

A1New

.554

.643

A2New

.570

.612

A3New

.581

.561

F1New

.324

A4New

.640

.532

L1New

.549

.379

A5New

.691

.415

A6New

.676

.430

L2New

.617

.380

.390

L3New
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
a. Rotation converged in 8 iterations.

.544

.618

.429

.429

.348
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Rotated Component Matrixa
Component
1

2

.315

.646

.302

L5

.304

.662

F4

.711

F3

A10

.790

L6

.307

.315

S1

.327

.367

S2
A12

.779

F5

.410

.618

F6

.809

A13

.727

A14

.787

A15

.760

L9

.339

A16

.743

A17

.634

A18

.791

L10

.368

F7
S5

4

5

6

.372

.751
.571

.333

.562

.356

.344

.326

.324

.760
.340

.325

.316

.577

.734
.375

.316

S7
L11

.355

F8

.780

A21

3

.639
.650

.358

.330

.685

.807

F9

.789

F10

.346

A22

.839

A23

.839

A24

.713

S9

.353

F11

.329

A25

.768

A26

.846

A28

.590

L12

.361

.737

.374

.391
.725
.615

.394

.338

.392

.357
.553
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A29

.722

L13

.665

A30

.820

L14

.398

.342

F16

.336

.734

S11

.396

.325

A31

.806

S12

.302

L15
.301

A32

.765

L17
.714

F20

.717
.726

.349

.311

.705

.346

.351

.643

.346

.313

.797

A34

.856

A35

.855

A37

.842

A38

.846

S13

.342

.300

L18

.676
.301

A40

.795

A41

.839

S14

.347

A42

.805

F21

.325

.738

.659

.399

S15
F23

.687

.347

L16

A33

.664

.515

.491

.754
.316

S16

.762
.352

A44

.563

F24

.396

F25

.657
.424

.607

.385

.772

L20

.523

.311

.357

S17

.381

.393

.664

S18

.404

.372

.637

A45

.822
.357

.665

S19
A46

.740

.371

F1New

.369

.419

.335

.339
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L2New

.662

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
a. Rotation converged in 6 iterations.
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Rotated Component Matrixa
Component
1

2

3

4

F3

.648

.302

L5

.311

.659

F4

.721

A10

.794

L6
S1

.323
.317

.377

S2
A12

.570

.322

.559

.326

.771

F6

.814

A13

.732

A14

.779

A15

.762

L9

.320

A16

.733

A17

.638

A18

.783

.302

L10

.352

.333

F7
S5

.747

.332

.758
.353

.319

.585

.740
.330

.643

S7

.305

.654

.344

L11

.364

.336

.685

F8

.788

A21

.384

.805

F9

.797

F10

.330

A22

.834

A23

.828

A24

.701

S9

.349

F11

.304

A25

.759

A26

.837

A28

.573

L12

.411

A29

.707

.741

.372

.398
.726
.616

.390

.302

.345

.395

.375

.304
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L13

.303

A30

.815

L14

.383

.353

F16

.314

.741

S11

.388

.334

A31

.801

S12

.317

.673

.664

.690

.722

L15

.353

.309

.741

L16

.355

.321

.723

.354

.367

.656

A32

.767

L17
A33

.690

F20

.351
.804

A34

.849

A35

.850

A37

.836

A38

.837

S13

.339

A40

.783

A41

.826

S14

.334

A42

.803

F21

.309

.682

.335

.745

.665

.394

S15
F23

.752
.305

S16
F24

.342

.380

F25

.770
.362

.667

.615

.387

.780

L20

.521

.325

.362

S17

.371

.402

.658

A45

.818
.367

.671

S19
A46

.722

L2New

.672

.341

.377

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
a. Rotation converged in 6 iterations.
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APPENDIX N
ITEMS REMAINING AFTER EXPLORATORY FACTOR ANALYSIS
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Functional Items
Label Item
F3
Overall, the facility layout makes it easy to get where you
want to go.
F4
In this store, the aisles are wide enough to pass through easily.
F6
It is easy to move around.
F7
Navigating the store is easy.
F8
There is plenty of space to walk down the aisles.
F9
The facility layout allows me to move around easily.
F10
The facility has a good functional layout.
F11
The store’s layout serves my purposes.
F16
The layout makes it easy to get around.
F20
It is easy to maneuver through this store.
F21
I found my way around easily.
F23
The store’s arrangement gives me enough space.
F24
The store is well organized.
F25
It is easy to walk around this store environment.

Factor Loading
0.648
0.721
0.814
0.740
0.788
0.797
0.741
0.616
0.741
0.804
0.665
0.770
0.615
0.780
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Aesthetic items
Label Item
A10
A12
A14
A15
A16
A17
A18
A21
A22
A23
A24
A25
A26
A29
A30
A31
A32
A34
A35
A37
A38
A40
A41
A42
A45
A46

I like the interior decorating (e.g. style of furniture) at this store.
The interior design is visually appealing.
This store has a pleasing color scheme.
The floor color scheme is attractive.
The materials used inside the store are pleasing.
This store is an “in-place” to go.
The store’s interior is appealing.
The architecture is attractive.
The interior décor of this store is attractive.
The facility is painted in attractive colors.
The store’s interior layout is pleasing.
The physical facilities are attractive.
The store’s interior is painted in colors that appeal to me.
The color palette in this store is appropriate.
The store’s interior architecture gives it an appealing character.
The colors used in this store appear to be currently fashionable.
The ceiling décor is attractive.
The interior wall color scheme is attractive.
The style of interior accessories is fashionable.
The facility is decorated in an attractive fashion.
The décor of the store is pleasing to me.
I feel good about the color.
The color scheme is attractive.
The use of color in the décor scheme adds excitement to this store.
This store is stylish.
I feel good about the interior.

Factor
Loading
0.794
0.771
0.779
0.762
0.733
0.638
0.783
0.805
0.834
0.828
0.701
0.759
0.837
0.707
0.815
0.801
0.767
0.849
0.850
0.836
0.837
0.783
0.826
0.803
0.818
0.722

Lighting items
Label
L5
L6
L9
L10
L11
L13
L14
L15
L16
L17

Item
The overall lighting level in this store is appropriate.
The facility has good lighting.
The store has good lighting.
The lighting helps me find my way around the store.
The lighting in this store is in the right place.
The lighting in this store is bright enough.
The lighting is excellent at this store.
The store is well lit.
The lighting in this store is appropriate for this setting.
The lighting in this store allows me to easily read labels.

Factor Loading
0.659
0.747
0.758
0.585
0.685
0.673
0.664
0.741
0.723
0.656
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Signage items
Label Item
S2
S5
S7
S9
S11
S12
S13
S14
S15
S16
S17
S19

The signs used (i.e. bathroom, enter, exit, smoking) are helpful
to me.
The signs in this store are large.
The store’s signage is clear.
The signage is informative.
The facility has good signage.
The store’s signage is relevant.
The signs in the store are prominent.
The amount of signage in this store is appropriate.
The installed signboards in this store are helpful.
The font on the signs is large enough.
The signs in this store environment provide adequate direction.
The store’s signage is readable.

Factor
Loading
0.559
0.643
0.654
0.726
0.690
0.722
0.682
0.745
0.752
0.667
0.658
0.671

CHAPTER 4: ESSAY 3
TESTING THE NEWLY DEVELOPED RETAIL ENVIRONMENT DESIGN SCALE
(REDS) WITHIN A NOMOLOGICAL NET
Introduction
Marketing research provides strong evidence that the retail environment
influences consumer’s emotions and behaviors (e.g. Morrison, Gan, Dubelaar &
Oppewal, 2011; Turley & Milliman, 2000). Retailers are particularly interested in
encouraging favorable behaviors including repeated patronage and positive word-ofmouth and discouraging unfavorable behaviors including switching to competitors and
negative word-of-mouth. Research examining this environment-behavior relationship
frequently conceptualizes retail environments as having three dimensions: ambient,
social, and design (Baker, 1987; Ezeh & Harris, 2007; Puccinelli et al., 2009). Of these
three dimensions, the ambient dimension has received the most attention (Ezeh & Harris,
2007; Spence, Puccinelli, Grewal & Roggeveen, 2014; Turley & Milliman, 2000).
Recently, social elements of the retail environment including other customers and
perceived crowding have also been researched (Baker & Wakefield, 2012; Brocato,
Voorhees & Baker, 2012). However, the design of retail environments is often not
specifically examined, likely due to issues in conceptualizing and measuring design as a
construct. For instance, the term design is not used consistently in the literature and
previous measures of design have not followed accepted scale development guidelines.
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To resolve these concerns, essay one focused on the conceptualization of design of retail
environments. Based on a thorough literature review, design was defined as being
intended to be experienced through a multi-sensory process, planned in advance, and
difficult to change. Further, essay one identified four facets of design: functional,
aesthetic, lighting, and signage. Based on this conceptualization, essay two followed
steps two through seven of Churchill’s (1979) scale development process. The outcome
of essay two is a scale for measuring design of retail environments.
Currently, the newly designed retail environment design (REDS) scale needs
further validation and reliability assessments. This essay builds upon the two previous
essays that offered a conceptualization and measurement for the design of the retail
environment. To ensure that this newly developed scale will be useful for retailing
researchers, the nomological validity of the newly developed scale must be assessed. This
essay uses the Mehrabian-Russell (1974) stimulus-organism-response framework to test
the nomological validity of the REDS scale. This framework has established that various
environmental stimuli, such as music, scent or crowding, can explain consumer behavior.
The framework further states that the relationship between environmental stimuli and
consumer behavior is mediated by emotions. Based on this previous research, if the
newly developed REDS scale is related to emotions and behaviors, this would suggest
that the scale has nomological validity.
The purpose of this essay is to provide evidence of nomological validity for the
newly developed REDS scale. To accomplish this, this essay first reviews the MehrabianRussell (1974) framework. Based on this framework and related literature, a conceptual
model and hypotheses are developed. Next, the methods used to test the model are
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discussed. The essay concludes with a discussion of the results, implications, limitations
and directions for future research.

Theoretical Framework
Retailing researchers have long posited that the atmosphere of the retail
environment may be “more influential than the product itself in the purchase decision”
(Kotler, 1973, p. 48). Martineau argued that retail stores have their own personality and
defined store personality as “the way in which the store is defined in the shopper’s mind”
(1958, p. 47). He also argued that store personality is an important factor in a customer’s
store selection decision (Martineau, 1958). Specifically, environmental elements
including layout, architecture, symbols, colors, and sales personnel are critical elements
that shape a store’s personality (Martineau, 1958). Subsequent research has offered
significant evidence that environmental elements influence consumer behavior such as
purchase volume and time spent in the store (Turley & Milliman, 2000). The framework
that best explains how environmental elements influence consumer behavior is the
Mehrabian-Russell (1974) framework. This theory from environmental psychology links
environmental elements to behaviors. Further, the theory suggests that emotions mediate
the relationship between environmental elements and behavior. Mehrabian and Russell’s
(1974) framework includes three bipolar emotional scales: pleasure-displeasure, arousalnonarousal, and dominance-submissiveness. Mehrabian and Russell (1974) classify
behavioral responses as either approach or avoidance behaviors. Approach behaviors
include staying in, exploring, and expressing preference or liking of the environment.
Avoidance behaviors include getting out of the environment. The theory has been applied
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to a variety of retail environments because in most cases retailers want to encourage
customers to stay longer and explore their stores. Conversely, retailers want to discourage
consumers from leaving the retail environment.

Literature Review and Hypotheses
Donovan and Rossiter (1982) were one of the first to specifically test the
Mehrabian-Russell (1974) framework in retail environments. These authors found the
emotional state of pleasure strongly influences response behaviors, but the emotional
state of arousal only positively influences response behaviors when the emotional state of
pleasure is already present (Donovan & Rossiter, 1982). In addition, these authors found
that Mehrabian and Russell’s emotional state of dominance does not apply to retail
environments (Donovan & Rossiter, 1982). In light of these findings, subsequent studies
focus on the emotions of pleasure and arousal (e.g. Ryu & Jang, 2007). Using these two
emotions, the additional research provides strong support for applying the MehrabianRussell (1974) framework to retail environments (e.g. Baker & Wakefield, 2012;
Morrison et al., 2011). These studies show that retail environments influence emotional
states and emotional states influence behavioral responses in malls (Baker & Wakefield,
2012; Michon, Chebat & Turley, 2005), fashion retailers (Morrison et al., 2011) and
restaurants (Jang & Namkung, 2009).

Conceptual model
The conceptual model is shown in Figure 1. The independent variable is design of
retail environments. This variable includes four facets: functional, aesthetic, lighting, and
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signage. In line with the Mehrabian-Russell (1974) framework, the design of retail
environments is the stimulus, emotional states are the organism, and behavioral intentions
are the response.
Figure 1: Conceptual Model

Affect and emotion
Researchers using the Mehrabian-Russell (1974) framework often use the terms
emotions and affect interchangeably. Affect is defined as “a mental phenomenon
uniquely characterized by a consciously experienced, subjective feeling state, commonly
accompanying emotions and moods” (Westbrook, 1987, p. 259). There is not a
universally accepted definition of emotion (Izard, 2010). For the purposes of this paper,
we define emotion as a specific affective “feeling state/process that motivates and
organizes cognition and action” (Izard, 2010, p. 367). Emotions are a specific type of
affect and the term emotion will be used for the remainder of this essay.
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Mehrabian and Russell (1974) looked at three specific emotional reactions:
pleasure, arousal, and dominance. They viewed each of these emotional reactions on a
continuum and measured them using semantic differential scales such as happy-unhappy
(Donovan & Rossiter, 1982). Subsequent research has identified issues with this bipolar
approach to emotional response (Babin et al., 1998; Westbrook, 1987). The basic
question is whether respondents can feel both positive aspects and negative aspects of the
same emotion at the same time (Babin et al., 1998; Westbrook, 1987). Because of these
concerns, researchers often examine emotions using a unipolar approach that separately
measures specific positive and negative emotions (e.g. Jang & Namkung, 2009; Lee, Lee,
Lee & Babin, 2008) versus a bipolar approach where positive and negative aspects of the
same emotion are measured by a single item.
There is strong evidence that retail environments as a whole influence emotion in
general (Babin, Chebat & Michon, 2004; Morrison et al., 2011; Wakefield & Baker,
1998). While most studies examine the entire retail environment versus specific
dimensions, one study conducted in a mall environment found that design of retail
environments influences emotional reactions (Raajpoot, Sharma & Chebat, 2008). There
is also evidence physical environments are specifically related to positive emotions. The
perception of physical environments is positively related to positive emotions at festivals
(Grappi & Montanari, 2011), baseball stadiums (Hightower, Brady & Baker, 2002), and
restaurants (Jang, Liu & Namkung, 2011; Jang & Namkung, 2009). Two studies
specifically examined the influence of design of environments on positive emotions. Liu
and Jang (2009) found that design elements in a restaurant positively influence positive
emotions. Lin and Liang (2011) found that design factors are positively related to a
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customer’s positive emotions in fashion apparel retailers. In line with these findings, this
study hypothesizes that:
H1a: There is a direct and positive relationship between consumers’ positive
perceptions of the functional facet of retail environment design and
consumers’ positive emotions.
H1b: There is a direct and positive relationship between consumers’ positive
perceptions of the aesthetic facet of retail environment design and
consumers’ positive emotions.
H1c: There is a direct and positive relationship between consumers’ positive
(appropriateness) perceptions of the lighting facet of retail environment
design and consumers’ positive emotions.
H1d: There is a direct and positive relationship between consumers’ positive
perceptions of the signage facet of retail environment design and
consumers’ positive emotions.
While there is significant evidence that retail environments influence emotions in
general (Babin et al., 2004; Morrison et al., 2011; Wakefield & Baker, 1998), only a
handful of studies have examined the relationship between physical environments and
negative emotion (Grappi & Montanari, 2011; Jang et al., 2011; Jang & Namkung, 2009;
Lee et al., 2008; Liu & Jang, 2009). Two studies did not find support for a direct
relationship between physical environments and negative emotions (Jang & Namkung,
2009; Liu & Jang, 2009). However, Lee and colleagues (2008) found mixed results for a
relationship between design elements and negative emotion in a festival setting. Signage
design elements did not have a significant effect on negative emotion, yet functional
design elements did have a significant effect on negative emotion. In another festival
setting, the festival content and hotel/restaurant offerings had a negative effect on
negative emotions (Grappi & Montanari, 2011). Jang and colleagues (2011) found that
overall restaurant environment perceptions were negatively related to negative emotions.
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Given the limited research conducted on the physical environment-negative
emotion relationship, this essay further tests this relationship. Appraisal theorists suggest
emotions result from assessments of incidents (Bagozzi, Gopinath & Nyer, 1999).
Visiting a retail store can be considered an incident. Baker and Cameron (1996) propose
that adverse elements of the retail environment including high lighting levels, highly
saturated colors, bright colors, and uncomfortable furnishings will increase negative
emotions in consumers. The Mehrabian-Russell (1974) framework suggests that
evaluations of the design of retail environments will influence a consumer’s emotions.
For example, positive perceptions of the retail environment should reduce consumer’s
feelings of unhappiness or displeasure. Based on these arguments, this study hypothesizes
that:
H2a: There is a direct and negative relationship between consumers’ positive
perceptions of the functional facet of retail environment design and
consumers’ negative emotions.
H2b: There is a direct and negative relationship between consumers’ positive
perceptions of the aesthetic facet of retail environment design and
consumers’ negative emotions.
H2c: There is a direct and negative relationship between consumers’ positive
(appropriateness) perceptions of the lighting facet of retail environment
design and consumers’ negative emotions.
H2d: There is a direct and negative relationship between consumers’ positive
perceptions of the signage facet of retail environment design and
consumers’ negative emotions.

Behavioral Responses
The responses in Mehrabian and Russell’s (1974) stimulus-organism-response
framework are approach/avoidance behaviors. In the original framework,
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approach/avoidance was operationalized as a desire to stay in the situation, a desire to
explore the situation, a desire to work in the situation, and a desire to affiliate in the
situation (Mehrabian & Russell, 1974). Donovan and Rossiter (1982) developed an eightitem measure of approach/avoidance that addressed enjoying, staying, exploring, and
affiliating in a retail environment.
Significant evidence suggests that environmental stimuli influence emotions,
which in turn influence approach/avoidance behaviors (Babin et al., 2004; Donovan &
Rossiter, 1982; Hightower et al., 2002; Morrison et al., 2011; Ryu & Jang, 2007).
However, only one study could be identified that examined a direct relationship between
environmental stimuli and approach/avoidance behaviors (Morrison et al., 2011).
Surprisingly, Morrison and colleagues (2011) did not find support for their hypotheses
that music or aroma had a positive effect on customer approach behaviors.
Instead of investigating approach/avoidance behaviors, some authors investigate
favorable behavioral intentions as a response (e.g. Harris & Ezeh, 2008). Zeithaml, Berry
and Parasuraman (1996) conceptualized favorable behavioral intentions as having two
dimensions: loyalty and pay more. Loyalty is characterized by positive word-of-mouth,
recommendations to others and repatronage or return intentions. Pay more is
characterized by a willingness to pay more in a particular environment.
There is strong evidence that the physical environment directly affects favorable
behavioral intentions. Research has identified a positive, direct relationship between the
physical environment and favorable behavioral intentions in restaurants (Heung & Gu,
2012; Jang & Namkung, 2009) and convenience stores (Hooper, Coughlan & Mullen,
2013). Further, Harris and Ezeh (2008) identified a positive and significant relationship
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between aesthetic design elements and favorable behavioral intentions. Bonn et al. (2007)
found that design and layout elements of cultural attractions were positively related to a
consumer’s repatronage and word-of-mouth intentions. Dagger and Danaher (2014)
found that improving the servicescape positively effects behavioral intentions for both
new and existing customers. Based on this evidence, this study hypothesizes that:
H3a: There is a direct and positive relationship between consumers’ positive
perceptions of the functional facet of retail environment design and
consumers’ approach behaviors.
H3b: There is a direct and positive relationship between consumers’ positive
perceptions of the aesthetic facet of retail environment design and
consumers’ approach behaviors.
H3c: There is a direct and positive relationship between consumer’s positive
(appropriateness) perceptions of the lighting facet of retail environment
design and consumers’ approach behaviors.
H3d: There is a direct and positive relationship between consumers’ positive
perceptions of the signage facet of retail environment design and
consumers’ approach behaviors.
H4a: There is a direct and positive relationship between consumers’ positive
perceptions of the functional facet of retail environment design and
consumers’ favorable behavioral intentions.
H4b: There is a direct and positive relationship between consumers’ positive
perceptions of the aesthetic facet of retail environment design and
consumers’ favorable behavioral intentions.
H4c: There is a direct and positive relationship between consumer’s positive
(appropriateness) perceptions of the lighting facet of retail environment
design and consumers’ favorable behavioral intentions.
H4d: There is a direct and positive relationship between consumers’ positive
perceptions of the signage facet of retail environment design and
consumers’ favorable behavioral intentions.
A variety of positive emotions positively influence approach behaviors. Pleasure
strongly influences approach behaviors in a variety of retail settings (Donovan &
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Rossiter, 1982; Morrison et al., 2011). Excitement is positively related to a desire to stay
in a mall (Wakefield & Baker, 1998). Babin and colleagues (2004) found that positive
emotions were positively related to approach behaviors in a shopping mall setting.
Positive emotions are positively related to staying longer in baseball stadiums (Hightower
et al., 2002) and upscale restaurants (Ryu & Jang, 2007).
Positive emotions also positively influence favorable behavioral intentions in a
variety of settings. A consumer’s excitement is positively related to repatronage and
recommendation intentions in malls and leisure settings (Babin, Hardesty & Suter, 2003;
Wakefield & Baker, 1998; Wakefield & Blodgett, 1999). Positive emotions also have a
positive, direct effect on favorable behavioral intentions in restaurants (Jang & Namkung,
2009, Namkung & Jang, 2010; Ryu & Jang, 2007), festivals (Lee et al., 2008), fashion
retailers (Lin & Liang, 2011), and at baseball stadiums (Hightower et al., 2002). Positive
emotions are positively related to recommending a musical performance (Palmer &
Koenig-Lewis, 2010) and positively related to in-store purchasing behavior (Babin &
Darden, 1996). Based on these arguments, this study hypothesizes that:
H5: There is a direct and positive relationship between consumers’ positive
emotions and consumers’ approach behaviors.
H6: There is a direct and positive relationship between consumers’ positive
emotions and consumers’ favorable behavioral intentions.
There is limited evidence on the relationship between negative emotions and
approach/avoidance behaviors. Maxwell and Kover (2003) found that shoppers in a
negative mood state avoid personal interaction, engage in passive activities, and are less
likely to search than shoppers in a positive mood state. The Mehrabian-Russell (1974)
framework suggests that negative emotions will reduce approach behaviors and increase
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avoidance behaviors. Research provides mixed evidence for the relationship between
negative emotions and favorable behavioral intentions. Several studies did not find
support for a relationship between negative emotions and favorable behavioral intentions
(Babin & Darden, 1996; Jang & Namkung, 2009; Lee et al., 2008; Namkung & Jang,
2010). However, several studies did find support for this relationship (Grappi &
Montanari, 2011; Jang et al., 2011; Liu & Jang, 2009; Palmer & Koenig-Lewis, 2010).
Grappi and Montanari (2011) found that negative emotions lower repatronage intentions
in a festival environment and Palmer and Koenig-Lewis (2010) found that negative
emotions were negatively related to recommendations of musical theater. In line with the
Mehrabian-Russell (1974) stimulus-organism-response framework, this study
hypothesizes that:
H7: There is a direct and negative relationship between consumers’ negative
emotions and consumers’ approach behaviors.
H8: There is a direct and negative relationship between consumers’ negative
emotions and consumers’ favorable behavioral intentions.

Methods
Design
To test the hypotheses, this study used an online survey panel of consumers.
Pictures of the design elements of two different retailers were used. The retailers were
selected based on the design of their retail environment, with one picture depicting a
“playground” style (Kranes, 1995) retail environment and the other picture depicting a
retail environment that would not be considered a “playground”. The actual pictures used
are shown in Appendix A. Previous research examining retail crowding has used one or
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two pictures (Baker & Wakefield, 2012; van Rompay, Galetzka, Pruyn & Garcia, 2008).
The pictures were pretested to make sure that the content of the pictures adequately
represented the design of each retail environment. In line with Baker and Wakefield
(2012), respondents were asked to view the pictures imagining that they are shopping in
the depicted store before answering the survey questions.

Pilot test
The complete questionnaire with pictures was reviewed by a panel of five
experienced marketing researchers. Based on their feedback, minor revisions were made
to the questionnaire. After this revision, the questionnaire and procedures were pretested
using a group of twenty consumers. Based on this pretest, additional minor revisions
were made to the questionnaire. The final version of the questionnaire is in Appendix B.

Sample
Qualtrics recruited U.S. respondents over the age of 18. To ensure quality data, an
attention filter was used approximately halfway through the survey. The attention filter
asked respondents to “select strongly disagree for this statement”. Each question also
required a response before respondents could move on to the next question. The goal was
to have approximately half of the respondents take the survey with the “playground”
picture and approximately half of the respondents take the survey with the “nonplayground” picture. A total of 802 (485 playground; 317 non-playground) potential
respondents entered the survey. Of this number, 125 (81 playground; 44 non-playground)
did not complete the survey before it closed. Nine (4 playground; 5 non-playground)
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respondents did not consent to taking the survey. An additional 93 (54 playground; 39
non-playground) respondents did not answer the attention filter question correctly and
their responses were removed from further analysis. Fifty-eight (40 playground; 18 nonplayground) responses were not included in the analysis due to the respondent taking the
survey too quickly or answering the same answer for most questions. These procedures
resulted in a final sample size of 517 (306 playground; 211 non-playground) responses.
One hundred eighty-two (35.2%) of the respondents were male. The age of respondents
ranged from 18 to 87 with a mean just under 45 years of age. Tables 1 and 2 demonstrate
that respondents were demographically diverse in terms of annual income and education.
Table 1
Annual Income of Respondents
Annual Income
Frequency
Less than $25,000
142
$25,000 to $49,999
156
$50,000 to $74,999
94
$75,000 to $99,999
55
$100,000 or more
70

Percentage
27.5%
30.2%
18.2%
10.6%
13.5%

Table 2
Educational Level of Respondents
Education
Some high school
High school degree
Some college
College degree
Some graduate school
Graduate degree

Frequency
20
102
175
152
5
58

Percentage
3.9%
19.7%
33.8%
29.4%
1.9%
11.2%

125
Measures
The design of retail environments was measured using the newly developed
REDS scale. The scale items for positive and negative emotion were adapted based on
scales previously used in the literature (Jang & Namkung, 2009; Lee et al., 2008; Liu &
Jang, 2009). Positive and negative emotions were measured on a 7-point Likert scale
ranging from 1 (In this retail store, I do not feel this emotion at all) to 7 (In this retail
store, I feel this emotion strongly). Emotions included in the positive emotion scale are
pleasure, refreshed, interested, and satisfied. Emotions included in the negative emotion
scale are anger, regret, distress, and annoyed. Favorable behavioral intentions are
frequently measured by using some variation of Zeithaml et al.’s (1996) scale items (e.g.
Harris & Ezeh, 2008; Hightower et al., 2002; Lee et al., 2008). This study used four items
of the favorable behavioral intentions scale offered by Zeithaml et al. (1996). These items
are listed in Table 3. The filler XYZ was replaced with the words “this retailer” to reflect
the context of the current study. The favorable behavioral intention items were measured
using a 7-point Likert scale anchored by not at all likely and extremely likely. Approach
behaviors were measured using a seven-item scale adapted from Donovan and Rossiter
(1982). The approach behaviors scale items were measured using a 9-point Likert scale
anchored by strongly disagree and strongly agree. These items are listed in Table 4. To
assess whether common method variance is an issue, a four-item scale of astrology
interest was used (Mowen, Fang & Scott, 2009). The scale was measured on a 5 point
Likert scale anchored by strongly disagree and strongly agree. The items for this scale are
shown in Table 5.
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Table 3
Behavioral Intentions Measure
Dimension Measures
Loyalty
1. Recommend XYZ to someone who seeks your advice.
2. Encourage friends and relatives to do business with XYZ.
3. Consider XYZ your first choice to buy _______ services.
4. Do more business with XYZ in the next few years.

Table 4
Approach Behaviors Measure
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

I would enjoy shopping in this store.
I would avoid ever having to return to this store.
I would feel friendly and talkative to a stranger who happens to be near me.
I would avoid looking around or exploring this environment.
I like this store environment.
I would avoid other people, and avoid having to talk to them.
This is the sort of place where I might end up spending more money than I
originally set out to spend.

Table 5
Astrology Interest Measure
1.
2.
3.
4.

One’s personality is determined by astrological alignments.
Your birth date impacts your future.
The stars, planets, and our birthdays affect our destiny.
Astrology can predict the future.

Common Method Variance
Common method variance is “variance that is attributable to the measurement
method rather than to the constructs the measures represent” (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee
& Podsakoff, 2003, p. 879). There is a potential for common method variance in this
study since all constructs were self-reported and collected at the same point in time.
Common method variance does not necessarily create a common method bias (Fuller,
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Simmering, Atinc, Atinc & Babin, 2016). Common method bias occurs when the
common method variance inflates or deflates correlations and can potentially lead to
Type 1 error (Fuller et al., 2016). Even though common method variance “apparently can
exist at relatively high levels” before common method bias occurs (Fuller et al., 2016),
this research took steps to reduce common method variance. For example, the number of
scale points was different for different scales and the scale anchor labels were different
for each of the constructs. As recommended by Lindell and Whitney (2001), a marker
variable was included. Specifically, the variable astrology interest was included as a
marker variable. As shown in Table 6 below, astrology interest was not highly correlated
with a person’s perceptions of the design of retail environments, emotions or behavioral
intentions.

Analysis
First, AMOS was used to test the measurement model. The initial measurement
model included the complete REDS scale and three indicators for positive emotions,
negative emotions, approach, behavioral intentions and astrology interest. The
measurement model demonstrated acceptable fit (X2 = 1229.8; df = 524; CMIN/DF =
2.347; IFI = 0.973; CFI = 0.973; RMSEA = 0.051; RMR =0.088). The model also
demonstrated convergent validity. However, the model did not demonstrate discriminant
validity. The approach construct did not meet the criteria for discriminant validity using
the Fornell and Larcker (1981) method. The squared inter-construct correlations between
approach and behavioral intentions, approach and positive emotions and approach and
aesthetics all exceeded the average variance extracted for the approach construct. Based
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on these results, approach was removed from the model. This resulted in hypotheses 3a-d,
5 and 7 being removed from the model and analysis.
After removing the approach construct from the model, a second measurement
model included the complete REDS scale and four indicators for positive emotions,
negative emotions, behavioral intentions and astrology interest. The measurement model
again demonstrated good fit (X2 = 1277.603; df = 566; CMIN/DF = 2.257; IFI = 0.974;
CFI = 0.974; RMSEA = 0.049; RMR =0.067). In terms of convergent validity, all of the
factors loadings are .808 or higher. Table 6 shows that the AVE for each factor is above
.5, demonstrating convergent validity. Table 6 also shows that the measurement model
demonstrates discriminant validity. The AVE for each construct is higher than the
squared correlations between the factors (Fornell & Larcker, 1981).
Table 6
Evidence of Discriminant Validity
C.R. Aesth Funct Sign Light PosEm NegEm Behav Astro
Aesth
0.997 0.899 0.758 0.413 0.597
0.792
-0.621
0.732
0.122
Funct
0.988
0.945 0.299 0.556
0.694
-0.629
0.603 -0.001ns
Sign
0.964
0.839 0.363
0.465
-0.288
0.596
0.260
Light
0.979
0.871
0.540
-0.421
0.504 0.047ns
PosEm
0.928
0.782
-0.575
0.866
0.173
NegEm 0.921
0.773 -0.574 0.044ns
Behav
0.979
0.873
0.267
Astro
0.961
0.832
AVEs on diagonal; Correlations above diagonal; All correlations significant unless noted
After examining the measurement model, the structural model was estimated and
assessed to test the proposed theoretical model. The structural model demonstrates good
fit (X2 = 1282.5; df = 567; CMIN/DF = 2.262; IFI = 0.974; CFI = 0.974; RMSEA =
0.049; RMR =0.071). The significance, direction, and size of the structural parameter
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estimates were assessed to determine if the hypotheses are supported. Hypotheses 3a-d, 5
and 7 were not tested since the approach construct was removed from the model. Table 7
summarizes the hypothesis testing.
Table 7
Summary of Hypothesis Testing
Unstand. path

Hypothesized Path
H1a: FunctPosEm
H1b: AesthPosEm
H1c: LightPosEm
H1d: SignPosEm
H2a: FunctNegEm
H2b: AesthNegEm
H2c: LightNegEm
H2d: SignNegEm
H4a: FunctBehav
H4b: AesthBehav
H4c: LightBehav
H4d: SignBehav
H6: PosEmBehav
H8: NegEm Behav

coefficients
.206*
.456*
.057
.145*
-.320*
-301*
-.006
-.071
-.050
.063
-.001
.213*
.659*
-.133*

Stand. path
Coefficients

R2

.230*
.524*
.043
.146*
-.348*
-.339*
-.005
-.070
-.056
.072
-.001
.215*
.657*
-.136*

.678

.456

.815

Supported
Supported
Not supported
Supported
Supported
Supported
Not supported
Not supported
Not supported
Not supported
Not supported
Supported
Supported
Supported

* p < .001
Results
The above analysis demonstrates general support for the nomological validity of
the REDS scale. Both the functional and aesthetic facets of the REDS scale are positively
related to positive emotions, supporting hypotheses 1a and 1b. The lighting facet of the
REDS scale does not have a significant relationship with positive emotions,
demonstrating a lack of support for hypotheses 1c. The signage facet is positively related
to positive emotions, supporting hypothesis 1d. Both the functional and aesthetic facets of
the REDS scale are negatively related to negative emotions, supporting hypotheses 2a
and 2b. Neither the lighting facet nor the signage facet is negatively related to negative
emotions, demonstrating a lack of support for hypotheses 2c and 2d. Only the signage
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facet of the REDS scale is positively related to behavioral intentions, demonstrating
support for hypothesis H4d. Positive emotions are positively related to behavioral
intentions, demonstrating support for hypothesis 6. Negative emotions are negatively
related to behavioral intentions, demonstrating support for hypothesis 8. The lack of
support for the lighting and signage hypotheses may be due to the use of pictures (versus
an actual environment). During pretesting, some respondents commented that they had
difficulty assessing the lighting and signage in the pictures. Finally, the lack of support
for a direct relationship between three facets of the REDS scale (functional, aesthetic and
lighting) and behavioral intentions suggests that the effects of these facets may be fully
mediated through positive and negative emotions.

Discussion and Implications
The purpose of this essay was to assess the nomological validity of the newly
developed REDS scale. A conceptual model was developed based on the MehrabianRussell (1974) stimulus-organism-response framework and existing literature. Based on
this conceptual model, the newly developed REDS scale should be positively related to
positive emotions and behavioral intentions and negatively related to negative emotions.
AMOS was used to test the proposed measurement and structural theoretical models. The
measurement model offered evidence of both convergent and discriminant validity. The
structural model offered general support for the nomological validity of the newly
developed REDS scale. Further support for nomological validity exists in the correlations
between the constructs.
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These findings have implications for future research on design of retail
environments. Retailing researchers can use the REDS scale to more accurately measure
design of retail environments. Further, the use of the REDS scale in future retailing
research will enable the results of different studies to be compared. Prior to the
development of the REDS scale, almost every study examining design used a different
measure, making it difficult to compare results across studies. Previous research on retail
design has primarily focused on functional and aesthetic elements. Use of the REDS scale
will allow marketing researchers to also examine the lighting and signage elements.

Limitations and Directions for Future Research
This essay has several limitations. The sample only included U.S. respondents so
it is possible that consumers in different countries perceive design of retail environments
differently. Another limitation is the pictures used in data collection. A picture can only
capture a two-dimensional static view of an environment. In reality, when consumers
visit retail environments they spend time in the environment as they move through it and
interact with both products and people. Both pictures depicted retail stores that primarily
sold clothing. It is unclear if consumers perceive other types of retailers (e.g. grocery
stores, drug stores) in a similar fashion. Both pictures depicted limited signage within the
retail environment, so it is possible that consumers exposed to an actual retail
environment may respond differently. Similarly, consumers may have had difficulty
assessing the lighting levels depicted in the pictures. Another limitation is that the data
was collected using an online panel of consumers. It is possible that consumers who take
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online surveys are in some way different than consumers that actually shop in physical
retail stores.
Future research should test the REDS scale by collecting data in an actual brick
and mortar retail setting. This would address the limitations presented by using pictures.
Consumers would be able to respond after actually experiencing the retail environment.
Future research should also test the REDS scale in a variety of retail environments
including different types of retailers (e.g. general merchandise, department stores) and
retail environments with varying levels of functionality, aesthetics, signage and lighting.
Finally, future research should be conducted using a multi-country sample to see if the
REDS scale is useful across cultures.
The REDS scale can also be used to address other interesting research questions.
Dagger and Danaher (2014) note it is likely consumers get used to retail environments
they shop in frequently. The REDS scale can be used to examine the how first time
visitors versus repeat visitors perceive store environments. Similarly, previous research
has identified different shopping motivations (Arnold & Reynolds, 2003). The REDS
scale can be used to examine the relationship between a consumer’s shopping
motivations and their perceptions of the design of retail environments.
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APPENDIX A
PICTURES USED IN SURVEY INSTRUMENT
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Picture depicting a “playground” environment

Picture depicting a “nonplayground” environment
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APPENDIX B
NOMOLOGICAL NET SURVEY
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Please pay close attention to the retail environment pictured below. As you answer the
questions in this survey, please imagine that you are shopping in this retail environment.

NOTE: This picture depicts a “nonplayground” retail environment. Approximately half
of the respondents will view this picture and the other half of the respondents will view
the picture depicting the “playground” retail environment.
Neither
Strongly
Somewhat agree nor Somewhat
Strongly
disagree Disagree disagree disagree
agree Agree agree
It is easy to move
around.
The facility layout
allows me to move
around easily.
The layout makes it
easy to get around.
It is easy to
maneuver through
this store.
It is easy to walk
around this store
environment.

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□
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Pleasure
Excitement
Contentment
Refreshed
Interested
Relaxed
Satisfied
Energetic

In this
retail
store, I
do not
feel this
emotion
at all.
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□

□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□

□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□

□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□

□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□

□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□

In this
retail
store, I
feel this
emotion
strongly.
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□

Neither
Strongly
Somewhat agree nor Somewhat
Strongly
disagree Disagree disagree disagree
agree
Agree agree
The architecture
is attractive.
The physical
facilities are
attractive.
The interior wall
color scheme is
attractive.
The décor of the
store is pleasing
to me.
This store is
stylish.

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□
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Not at all
likely

Say positive things
about this retailer
to other people.
Recommend this
retailer to someone
who seeks your
advice.
Encourage friends
and relatives to do
business with this
retailer.
Consider this
retailer your first
choice to buy
________ services.
Do more business
with this retailer in
the next few years.
Continue to do
business with this
retailer if prices
increase somewhat.
Pay a higher price
than competitors
charge for the
benefits you
currently receive
from this retailer.

Extremely
likely

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

Strongly
disagree
One’s personality is
determined by
astrological
alignments.
Your birth date
impacts your future.
The stars, planets, and
our birthdays affect our
destiny.
Astrology can predict
the future.

Strongly
agree

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□
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Neither
Strongly
Somewhat agree nor Somewhat
Strongly
disagree Disagree disagree disagree
agree Agree agree
The overall
lighting level in
this store is
appropriate.
The store has good
lighting.
The lighting in this
store is bright
enough.
The store is well
lit.
The lighting in this
store is appropriate
for this setting.

Anger
Disgust
Boredom
Regret
Distress
Contempt
Sleepy
Annoyed

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

In this
retail
store, I do
not feel
this
emotion
at all.
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□

□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□

□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□

□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□

□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□

□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□

In this
retail
store, I
feel this
emotion
strongly.
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
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Neither
Strongly
Somewhat agree nor Somewhat
Strongly
disagree Disagree disagree disagree
agree
Agree agree
The signs in this
store are large.
The facility has
good signage.
The signs in the
store are
prominent.
The installed
signboards in this
store are helpful.
The signs in this
store environment
provide adequate
direction.

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□
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□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

How much time would you like to spend browsing in this store?

_______ in minutes

Strongly
agree

I would enjoy
shopping in this
store.
I would avoid ever
having to return to
this store.
I would feel friendly
and talkative to a
stranger who
happens to be near
me.
I would avoid
looking around or
exploring this
environment.
I like this store
environment.
I would avoid other
people and avoid
having to talk to
them.
This is the sort of
place where I might
end up spending

Strongly
disagree

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□
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□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□
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more money than I
originally set out to
spend.

Neither
Strongly
Somewhat agree nor Somewhat
Strongly
disagree Disagree disagree disagree
agree
Agree agree
Overall, the facility
layout makes it
easy to get where
you want to go.
In this store, the
aisles are wide
enough to pass
through easily.
Navigating the
store is easy.
There is plenty of
space to walk down
the aisles.
The facility has a
good functional
layout.
The store’s layout
serves my
purposes.
I found my way
around easily.
The store’s
arrangement gives
me enough space.
The store is well
organized.

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□
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□
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□
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Neither
Strongly
Somewhat agree nor Somewhat
Strongly
disagree Disagree disagree disagree
agree
Agree agree
The facility has
good lighting.
The lighting helps
me find my way
around the store.
The lighting in this
store is in the right
place.
The lighting is
excellent at this
store.
The lighting in this
store allows me to
easily read labels.

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□
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□
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□

□

□

□
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□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□
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Neither
Strongly
Somewhat agree nor Somewhat
Strongly
disagree Disagree disagree disagree
agree Agree agree
I like the interior
decorating (e.g.
style of furniture)
at this store.
The interior design
is visually
appealing.
This store has a
pleasing color
scheme.
The floor color
scheme is
attractive.
The materials used
inside the store are
pleasing.
This store is an “inplace” to go.
The store’s interior
is appealing.
The interior décor
of this store is
attractive.

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□
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□
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□
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□
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□
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□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

148
The facility is
painted in attractive
colors.
The store’s interior
layout is pleasing.
The store’s interior
is painted in colors
that appeal to me.

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

Neither
Strongly
Somewhat agree nor Somewhat
Strongly
disagree Disagree disagree disagree
agree Agree agree
The signs used (i.e.
bathroom, enter,
exit, smoking) are
helpful to me.
The store’s signage
is clear.
The signage is
informative.
The store’s signage
is relevant.
The amount of
signage in this
store is appropriate.
The font on the
signs is large
enough.
The store’s signage
is readable.
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□
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□

□

□

Neither
Strongly
Somewhat agree nor Somewhat
Strongly
disagree Disagree disagree disagree
agree Agree agree
The color palette in
this store is
appropriate.
The store’s interior
architecture gives it
an appealing
character.
The colors used in
this store appear to
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□
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be currently
fashionable.
The ceiling décor is
attractive.
The style of interior
accessories is
fashionable.
The facility is
decorated in an
attractive fashion.
I feel good about
the color.
The color scheme
is attractive.
The use of color in
the décor scheme
adds excitement to
this store.
I feel good about
the interior.
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Please use the slider bar to indicate your perception of the image of the pictured retail
environment. The marker can be placed at any point along the continuum.
Discount Image
Prestige Image

Does the picture shown remind you of a specific retail store?
_____ Yes
_____ No
If so, which retail store?

___________________________

How often do you shop at (physical) retail stores?
_______ Never
_______ Less than once a week
_______ Once a week
______ Twice a week
______ Three or more times a week

150
What is your gender? ____ Male

_____ Female

What is your current age? ________

What is your annual income?
_______ Less than $25,000
_______ $25,000-$49,999
_______ $50,000-$74,999
_______ $75,000-$99,999
_______ $100,000 or more
What is the highest level of education you have completed?
_______ Some high school
_______ High school degree
_______ Some college
_______ College degree
_______ Some graduate school
_______ Graduate degree

